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Oblique aerial view of folds in the Malaspina Gla¬ 
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Did such a condition exist over wide areas of the 
world at one time in the past?. Michael Oard examines 
methods of dating the so-called ice ages in this issue. 


ERRATUM 

The last two sentences in column one and the first 
sentence in column two of page 57 CRSQ 21(2) should 
read as follows: Experiments in optics indicate that 
there is coherence over distance of at least one meter. 
This means that the train of waves emitted by each 
atom must be more than a meter long. Each wave train 
has coherence over the entire coming-and-going dist¬ 
ance involved in standing waves. 
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QUOTE 

Life is not an accident of nature. It is not a question 
of probabilities. Its not just a whole bunch of sperm 
that happened to connect up with one egg or one 
sperm out of a whole bunch of sperm that connected 
with one egg. It’s not an accident. It is a gift of God. 
If you read the Roe v. Wade decision you will see that 
the implicit assumption of the United States Supreme 
Court is that life is an accident. IPs based upon an 
evolutionary atheistic world view. 

Titus, Herbert W. 1984 Supreme Court perverts due 
process to sanction shedding of innocent blood. The 
Senate Report 6:3. 
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS 


A variety of scientific disciplines are represented in 
the articles in this issue of the Quarterly. The invited 
paper by Walter Lammerts concerns botany, i.e. plant 
succession studies. Dr. Lammerts summarizes his and 
Dr. Howe’s field work on the changes that occurred in 
populations of certain wildflowers over a period of 
years. 

Recently since evolutionists have attacked the crea¬ 
tionist position of a young earth two physical scientists, 
Dr. Tom Barnes and Dr. Robert Kofahl, defend these 
scientific positions against such an attack. As the 
decay of the earth’s magnetic field is a strong argument 
in favor of a young earth, Dr. Barnes and Dr. Russell 
Humphreys develop the model further in their articles. 
Dr. Humphreys, in particular, details the predictive 
value of the creation and decay of the magnetic field 
as compared to the dynamo theory so popular in natu¬ 
ralistic circles. 

Michael Oard continues his examination of the uni- 
formitarian concept of the ice ages, i.e. the use of deep- 
sea cores as a method of “dating” these ages. Magnus 
Verbrugge discusses the philosophy of science of De 
Wit, the Dutch biologist. 


Harold Armstrong reviews the new book released 
by the Society, Design and Origins in Astronomy. May 
I suggest to our members that a good project to help 
the Society would be to encourage libraries in your 
local area to subscribe to the Quarterly and to obtain 
the books published by us. Contact the Acquisitions 
Librarian to determine if there is an interest in CRS 
publications. Often interest is kindled when the pub¬ 
lications are donated. If books and journals are placed 
in libraries, more people have access to the material. 

I have asked Dr. John Moore to prepare a series of 
educational articles on the evolution-creation contro¬ 
versy. He graciously consented and the first selection 
appears in this issue. Dr. Hermann Schneider presents 
compelling arguments that the universe began fully 
formed rather than without structure as necessary in 
the “big bang.” Several articles in Design and Origins 
in Astronomy make this same point. 

There are several interchanges of comments in Let¬ 
ters to the Editor. Please offer your thoughts on items 
that appear in the Quarterly. May each of you have 
an enjoyable Christmas holiday and a successful New 
Year. 

Emmett L. Williams 


INVITED PAPER 


PLANT SUCCESSION STUDIES IN RELATION TO 
MICRO-EVOLUTION AND THE EXTINCTION OF SPECIES 

Walter E. Lammerts 
Received 5 January 1984; Revised 30 May 1984 


Abstract 


No evidence was found for any type of evolution , inc 
Unction (degeneration process) occurred often. Natural 

Introduction 

Both creationists and evolutionists have usually ac¬ 
cepted the concept that mutations and variations in 
plant populations eventually lead to the establishment 
of varieties, then sub-species, and eventually new spe¬ 
cies. In fact many dedicated creationists readily accept 
so-called micro-evolution, but believe that the process 
stops there, and does not continue on to the formation 
of generic, and eventually family differences. After 
considerable discussion of this concept, George Howe 
and I decided in the Fall of 1968 to study plant suc¬ 
cession in populations of five species of endemic Cali¬ 
fornia plants. So in the Spring of 1969 definite areas 
were staked out, and the variations found therein were 
described then labeled with wire stakes. Herbarium 
specimens of each variation were taken, and seeds col¬ 
lected wherever possible. 

Each year the plots were revisited with the objective 
of determining (1) if any variation increased in number, 
and (2) if this increase was progressive, that is leading 
to a change from what was originally the “typical” or 
more frequently occurring form. 

*Walter E. Lammerts, Ph.D., is a Founder and Fellow of the 
Creation Research Society. He receives his mail at P.O. Box 
496, Freedom, CA 95019. 


lading micro-evolution in a plant succession study. Ex¬ 
selection at best only maintains the status quo. 

Fortunately the Winter and Spring of 1969 were 
ones of heavy rainfall and a great profusion of wild 
flowers occurred, mostly as a result of the heavy Spring 
rainfall and relatively mild Winter. We later found, 
however, that a heavy rainfall does not necessarily re¬ 
sult in a wealth of flowers, at least not in any given 


area. 


Five species were studied: the California poppy, 
Eschscholtzia californica; the lupine, Lupinus succu - 
lentus; the thistle sage, Salvia carduacea; the owl’s 
clover, Orthocarpus purpurascens; and a perennial, the 
lovely yellow pansy, Viola pedunculata. The results of 
five years of study were presented in the article on 
plant succession in the March 1974 issue of the Crea¬ 
tion Research Society Quarterly. 1 

Although five years is far too short a time to detect 
any pronounced micro-evolutionary trends, we did 
hope to find some shifts in the relative numbers of the 
particular variants selected. The actual results as sum¬ 
marized in Tables 2-6 of the 1974 article were indeed 
quite unexpected. They are best discussed by the con¬ 
sideration of each species. 

California Poppy — Eschscholtzia californica 
Following the heavy rainfall and warm Spring of 
1969, a great abundance of variation was found. The 
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33' x 39' plot contained about 1000 plants of which 
only 33 were the typical solid orange type, or 3.3 per¬ 
cent. Many of the variants reported by A. V. Beatty 2 
such as fringed and yellow petal edge with orange 
center were found. Beatty felt that these were in¬ 
herited as simple Mendelian recessives. As shown by 
Cook 3 in the usually arid Southern California the 
poppy is an annual. In the north the rainfall is much 
greater and there it is a perennial. Ten of the many 
variants were staked for plant succession study. Dur¬ 
ing the very dry Spring of 1970 only 93 poppy plants 
could be found. The Spring of 1971 was equally dry 
and there was a catastrophic elimination of all poppies. 
In a nearby area they were monotonously uniform, 
(a light orange color) and very small. The lack of much 
variation following the abundant rainfall in 1973 was 
most unexpected. Only 378 poppies could be found 
in the plot. Only four variants were located and no 
types found in 1976 were observed. Most of the plants 
were below the average size found in 1969 and of a 
medium orange color. Natural selection, if one wishes 
to call it that, seems to select the typical form rather 
to increase any variation. Evidently only under the 
most ideal conditions of temperature, rainfall, sunlight 
and lack of competition from grass do poppies exhibit 
a full range of variation. The lack of continuity as re¬ 
gards the populations would seem to bar any possible 
natural selection leading to the establishment of new 
varieties and eventually species. 

Lupine - Lupinus succulentus 

The year of 1969 was very good for this lovely an¬ 
nual lupine and whole hillsides in the Newhall area 
were completely covered by this species. A 24' x 36' 
plot on one of these hillsides was selected for study. 
N ine selections were staked on April 27,1969, three of 
them being the pink L. microcarpus var. ruber. The 
others varied mostly in leaf size and shape, though 
some variation in color occurred also. The typical 
form has a lavender center in the banner and the re¬ 
mainder of the banner, wings and keel are blue. One 
of the variants had a very small flower with little white 
in the banner. There were several hundred plants in 
the plot and most of them were very lush, luxuriant 
plants three or more feet in height. The very dry year 
of 1970 reduced this population to only seven small 
plants with small racemes of typical flowers. Follow¬ 
ing two more dry years not a single plant of either 
species could be found in the plot even after the heavy 
rainfall in the Spring of 1973! There was a catastroph¬ 
ic elimination of lupines in the plot, though there were 
many nearby hillsides beautifully covered with lu¬ 
pines. Possibly study of other locations would show 
that th i s I u p i ne characteri sti cal I y col on i zes a new area, 
increases in population size and then dies out as the 
area becomes heavily populated with other plants. 
George Howe 4 has noted that after a fire in the New¬ 
hall area, there is a profusion of lupines and other 
flowering plants during the first growing season. Yet 
even though seeds are present in great numbers, lupine 
populations typically decline during the second and 
later seasons and do not appear as the dominant flower 
until after another fire. 

Thus with L. succulentus there is a "boom or bust" 
situation which is far from the standard reoccurring 
populations generally required in natural selection 


models. Rather than finding stable populations in 
which the variants or mutations may gradually infil¬ 
trate after many generations, L. succulentus popula¬ 
tions may be separated from each other by decades. 

In any event and for whatever reason, the selection 
plot ended in a complete blank terminating the natural 
selection of both round and narrow leaf variations as 
well as other selected types. 

Thistle Sage — Salvia carduacea 

In the case of the thistle sage, there was a cata¬ 
strophic selection in favor of the very wooly leaf cy¬ 
lindrical type. Now the thistle sage usually has white 
wooly pinnatifid leaves which are spine tipped and 
toothed. Three areas selected for study were on ad¬ 
jacent sloping ridges. Because of the heavy rains in 
1969 the plants were unusually vigorous some being 
over three feet high. Ten selections were marked in¬ 
cluding the wooly leafed cylindrical one. Oddly 
enough, in the original 1969 plant distribution, this 
type was a single quite small plant, certainly the least 
likely candidate for any type of selection. Also it did 
not gradually increase in numbers during the dry 1970, 
1971, and 1972 seasons, yet following the high rainfall 
of the 1973 Spring, it was the only surviving type of 
plant in the whole plot! 

This sort of phenomenon corresponds to the example 
of catastrophic selection in Clarkia reported by Harlan 
Lewis. 5 In his examples usually short growing seasons, 
limited by lack of rainfall, were shown to have cata¬ 
strophic effects on population size. 

Owl's Clover - Orthocarpus purpurascens 

The succession in this species was in many ways 
quite similar to that of the California poppy. The plot 
at Newhall was in the midst of an area near Valencia 
Boulevard, having a great profusion of very luxuriantly 
growing owl's clover plants. At least a thousand plants 
were in the 15' x 30' general area studied April 25, 
1969 and these showed a great profusion of variants 
including five white flowering ones. The typical color 
is crimson or purplish, the Iowa lip white tipped, with 
yellow and purple dots or markings. Variants se¬ 
lected and staked included a range in color from vay 
light lavenda to dark purple with a galea either white 
or yellow. Not one of the 26 variants showed any in¬ 
crease in percentage of population. As with the lu¬ 
pines, absolutely no owl's cl ova could be found in the 
Newhall plot following the heavy rains in the Spring 
of 1973. Thae was instead a heavy growth of Erodium 
cicutarium or red stemmed filaree, small lupine, Baeria 
or gold fields, and some poppies. Thus any chance for 
the natural selection of any variation was eliminated. 
At the Coral I itos plot near my home the great majority 
of the plants in 1973 were the typical lavenda purple 
with leaves showing a considerable amount of purple. 
Not one of the 21 variations from the type described 
and staked in 1969 such as white flowered, dark pur¬ 
ple, light lavenda, "shaving brush" type or trifid leaf 
could be found. Originally, in 1969, 8336 ± 500 plants 
were counted. By 23 April 1973 these were reduced 
in numba to about 700 plants. The weatha was too 
cold that year for any growth until April 1. The grass 
was quite high and evidently the owl's dova had dif¬ 
ficulty getting established. Also noticed was the fact 
that some plants simply withaed away during paiods 
of hot weatha, probably because of the lack of an ade- 
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quate root system. Atsatt and Strong 6 have shown that 
Orthocarpus is a hemiparasite. Roots of this species 
form haustorial connections with host plants of other 
species. In this way they supplement the water and 
nutrient supply potential of their own root system by, 
in a sense, robbing their host plants. 

Evidently, in the dry years, the typical form estab¬ 
lished contacts more rapidly with host plants. The var¬ 
iations then must have been inferior to this type and 
also relatively similar to one another in their hemi- 
parasitic ability. Atsatt and Strong have demonstrated 
that variation in this ability does occur. Selection then 
based on external flower and plant characteristics 
would only accidentally coincide with this unusual 
hemiparasitic ability of the typical form. Since it has 
the maximum hemiparasitic ability it is indeed difficult 
to see how any natural selection of variant types lead¬ 
ing to micro-evolutionary changes could ever occur. 

Yellow Pansy — Viola pedunculata 

Fortunately one perennial species was included in 
our study. Thus a basis was obtained for an answer to 
the question as to whether new seedling populations 
were being established, which in turn would furnish 
an avenue for micro-evolution. Twenty-three selec¬ 
tions were staked and described in the Spring of 1969. 
Unfortunately only eight of the stakes could still be 
located in 1973 but the trend was very clear cut as was 
shown in Table 7 of our 1974 article. It will be noted 
that in general either no seedlings or very few of them 
were found near the clones selected. Thus in 1971, 
selection #10 had several seedlings nearby. But these 
evidently died during the interval from the Spring of 
1971 until that of 1973, for no seedlings (either newly 
germinated ones or young two year old clones from 
the 1971 seedlings) could be found near the large well- 
established 1969 clone #10. Furthermore, the four 
seedlings found in 1971 near #14 evidently did not ma¬ 
ture since only a few very small seedlings that germi¬ 
nated in 1973 could be found near the original plant. 
Finally, though selection #25 was still remarkably vig¬ 
orous in the Spring of 1973, no young plants survived 
from the five seedlings found within one foot of that 
plant. It was noted that in spite of the very wet Spring 
of 1973, there were generally very few seedlings near 
any older clones. This is in line with the findings of 
F. W. Went. 7 

Thus he has described “intra plant” competition 
which frequently inhibits the establishment of young 
plants as in forests. He suggests that allelopathic sub¬ 
stances may be volatile, or may be produced by living 
roots, or derived from decaying above ground parts of 
the plants or trees. Such substances may inhibit other 
plants or be most effective against plants of the same 
species. The question of how Viola clones limit seed¬ 
lings nearby would be a most interesting subject for 
further research. 

In any event, it is quite clear that no avenue for 
micro-evolution exists where established clones can 
successfully prevent the succession of generations. 
Only a vegetative asexual succession of “generations” 
of this Viola occurs by the proliferation of runners. 
Just how the very considerable amount of variation 
originated remains unanswered. 


Discussion of Results 

Certainly then natural selection of seedlings leading 
to distinctive varieties cannot occur when there are 
practically no seedlings to select. Lest it be claimed 
that only a few seedlings are necessary for selection to 
be effective, the bar to this supposition as regards the 
pansy is that in every case the few seedlings observed 
in 1971 evidently died since no young plants were ob¬ 
served near the pansy clones in 1973. As regards the 
poppy there was as might be expected a great reduc¬ 
tion in the numbers of plants during each of the dry 
years. But the continued lack of much variation fol¬ 
lowing the abundant rainfall in the Spring of 1973 was 
not at all anticipated. The Spring of 1973 did differ 
from that of 1969 in that the months of February, 
March, and April were much colder. Perhaps this low 
temperature factor is what reduced the population size 
by more than 50 percent. The luxuriance of the 1969 
variation suffered about as much reduction in both 
variety and percentage of the population from cold 
weather in 1973 as from the dry Spring of 1970. The 
plant succession as regards the owl's clover was in 
many respects similar to that of the California poppy, 
only even more drastic. As mentioned previously, not 
one of the 21 variations from the typical form staked 
and described in 1969 could be found. The lupine se¬ 
lections also completely disappeared and the plot in 
1973 was a complete blank as far as lupines were con¬ 
cerned. Only as regards the thistle sage there was a 
catastrophic selection of the wooly leaf cylindrical var¬ 
iant. In the original plant distribution found in the 
plot in 1969, this type was a single quite small plant 
compared to the large, spine tipped, pinnatifid typical 
form. It did not gradually increase in number during 
the dry 1970-72 seasons. In comparison with the lux¬ 
uriant and typical large revolute leafed forms, it would 
seem to be at a very distinct disadvantage. Yet the 
only plants now in the plot are these small, very wooly 
cylindrical leafed forms. Whether this variant type 
will maintain itself and eventually develop any chrom¬ 
osomal differences remains to be seen. Certainly no 
gradual shift in the percentages of the many variants 
found in the 1969 population, as might be expected in 
accordance with the usual concepts of natural selec¬ 
tion, occurred. 

In the above five species there is simply no mechan¬ 
ism for the gradual natural selection of any of the 
many variants staked and described in the 1969 either 
because of the eventual death of the selections in the 
plot, or their being overwhelmed, so to speak, by the 
typical form as in the poppy and owls clover. The 
question now is just how did the complex variation 
patterns ever arise in the first place? As regards the 
origin of species varying in chromosome number or 
special arrangement of genes within the chromosome, 
Harlan Lewis 8 suggested inbreeding in populations 
which normally are outcrossed. He points out that in- 
breeding may lead to extensive chromosome breakage. 
Similarly a shift to intense inbreeding will profoundly 
affect the expression of variation in populations, set¬ 
ting up small “founder” populations as shown by 
Mayr. 9 Whether the wooly leafed cylindrical type will 
become a “founder” population leading to a well-estab¬ 
lished variety remains to be seen. 

But as Lewis asked in relation to two species of 
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columbine, one the short spurred red (Aquilegia for- 
mosa) and the other the long spurred cream colored 
(A. pubescens) how did these differences arise in the 
first place? He admits the first question can never be 
answered precisely but suggests the usual natural se¬ 
lection of progeny progressively better adapted to 
either humming birds or hawk moths (for A. pu¬ 
bescens ). It should be pointed out that although hawk 
moths are able to effect pollination of the long spurred 
types, there is little evidence that they cannot also pol¬ 
linate short spurred flowers. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

In addition to the investigation of just how clones 
such as the Viola limit the growth of any seedlings 
near them, the following are other lines of research re¬ 
garding plant succession which we might well pursue 
now that we have two research locations. In fact, the 
Grand Canyon station would be ideal since, like Cali¬ 
fornia, Arizona has a climate with usually dry sum¬ 
mers. 

1. A small 35' X 40' area should be cleared of all 
plants in the late fall and a record should be made as 
to just which plants colonize the area first, and which 
ones later. Especially interesting observations could 
be made as to whether any species displaced ones 
which were first established. 

2. Herbarium specimens have already been made of 
all plants found at the Grand Canyon station. Plant 
density studies such as those of Talbot, Biswell, and 
Horman 10 should be performed in which the product 
of plant height times density is used to get the plant 
volume. In this way it could be determined if there 
were gradual or perhaps catastrophic reduction of any 
particular species now present as represented by the 
herbarium specimens. This of course could only be 
done in a relatively small but representative area. 

3. Should any invasions of the area occur, these 
plants should not immediately be destroyed but care¬ 
fully studied to determine if they increase or are elim¬ 
inated by the already established species. 

4. Any seedlings variations should be marked and 
seed taken. They should also be staked and observed 
from year to year as to whether they increase or are 
eliminated. Seedlings of these possible variant types 
should be grown in a cultivated plot near the labora¬ 
tory so as to get some idea as to their inheritance 
pattern. 

5. Specimens of closely related species might well 
be planted near a few of the already established ones 
in order to see if they could compete with those which 
presumably have a very special adaptation to the area 
because of a long history of natural selection. I seri¬ 
ously doubt if this natural selection advantage exists 
but rather believe that the location of plants in any 
given area is more or less a matter of chance. Their 
establishment is of course limited by climatic factors 
such as rainfall. Here exists a chance to experimentally 
test whether this is true or whether the plants now 
present actually do have a selection advantage. 

Ten Years After 

Though I was unable to go down to Newhall to look 
at the various plots which we studied from 1969 until 
1973, George Howe very kindly investigated them for 
me about the middle of March 1984. The following 
is his report: 11 


1. Thistle sage plot on McBean Parkway. There were 
no thistle sage plants present anywhere on this 
whole hilly area. There was no chance to see if the 
wooly leaf cylindrical type had established itself 
since all plants of this species were simply gone 
from this whole area. Some portions of the plot ap¬ 
pear as if they should support the thistle sage plant, 
but now only dried grasses and black mustard can 
be found. 

2. Poppy plot across from the College of the Canyons 
on Valencia Boulevard. There were no poppy 
plants present anywhere on this plot or on the near¬ 
by hills. 

3. Orthocarpus— owl’s clover plot. Again there simply 
were no owl's clover plants to be found. The other 
plot at the end of Valley Street is totally changed 
into streets and houses! 

4. Viola plots on Pico Canyon Road. These were still 
present. There were hundreds of plants with leaves 
in the shade of oak trees but only a few were 
flowering. Accordingly no detailed study could be 
made as to whether any of the clones studied from 
1969 until 1973 still survived. 

5. Lupine plot. Though George Howe was not able 
to visit the lupine plot it is his belief that no lupine 
plants would be found. This is because lupines re¬ 
quire scarification of their seeds in order for them 
to germinate. So only after a fire are there large 
hillsides of them. So then natural selection and any 
resultant micro-evolution could only occur after 
fires or about every 50 years or so. 

As Howe wrote in his letter 12 to me in the Fall of 
1983, when he made a study of these areas, if micro¬ 
evolution depends on the long tenure of plant popula¬ 
tions, there simply could not be any. In fact one of 
the owl's clover plots has been converted into streets 
and houses. Large piles of dirt have been dumped 
at the foot of the hill where the thistle sage plot is 
located. There is a subdivision home and a swimming 
pool only about a hundred yards away from this plot. 
Because of the activities of Homo realtorensis we are 
witnessing the obliteration of whole areas formerly 
available for study of plant population succession. 
This then brings us to the last subject of our paper, 
plant and animal extinction. 

Extinction Occurring at an Alarming Rate 
Though we could find no evidence for even incipient 
micro-evolution, there is evidence for plant and animal 
extinction. Thus Peter H. Raven 13 wrote an article in 
Fremontia (April, 1983) entitled, “The Importance of 
Preserving Species." He discusses the research which 
shows that evening primroses have a nutrient called 
gamma-linolenic acid, found in the oil from their seeds. 
Whole populations of human beings are characterized 
by a deficiency of this active essential fatty acid. Thus 
the oil from the seeds of evening primroses may prove 
to be important in helping us avoid coronary diseases, 
eczema and arthritis. There are four species of the 
primrose on the Endangered List, and one is found in 
the Antioch dunes. As Raven says, who knows which 
species of evening primrose will have the richest source 
of this essential fatty acid? Were it not for two species 
of endangered butterflies, we might now have only 
sand mining there. Sand mining began in 1921. By 
1951 the dunes were reduced in height from 115 feet 
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to about 30 feet. Sand mining continued into 1979 and 
finally was stopped by the State Division of Mines and 
Geology. Now two small parcels of ground are feder¬ 
ally owned. The Antioch Dunes evening primrose (O. 
deltoids subspecies howellii ) is safe for the time being. 

Raven further states that “the extinction of species 
is probably the most significant event that is occurring 
in our lifetime.” Of the roughly 20,000 species in the 
United States, about 10 percent are “endangered” or 
“threatened.” The Smithsonian Institution in 1978 list¬ 
ed 1485 species of plants as endangered, 1408 as threat¬ 
ened, and 360 as extinct! The loss of genetic diversity 
on a world scale caused by plant extinction cannot be 
stressed too much. It badly limits the growth of bio¬ 
logical knowledge. Wild relatives of domesticated 
plants are of obvious importance, and should receive 
special attention. 

In the July 1981 issue of Fremontia there is a review 
of the book entitled “The Sinking Ark,” written by 
Norman Myers. 14 Myers, an ecological consultant 
warns us that with the present practice and the likely 
increase in the human population, as many as 100 spe¬ 
cies of organisms per day will be lost by the end of 
the century. 

Anthony Huxley 15 in Fremontia (July 1976) states 
that “at present between 50 and 200 plant species be¬ 
come extinct every year, and that the proportions will 
steadily increase.' Dr. Melville believes that 20,000 
species will no longer be with us in the year 2000. It 
is estimated that there are between 250,000 and 300,000 
species of flowering plants in the world. 

Finally, a most interesting article in Fremontia (July 
1983) by Walt Anderson 16 entitled “The Sutter Buttes: 
An Island” has the following to say about the rape of 
the Sacramento Valley. 

To be sure, the land (of the Buttes) has experi¬ 
enced change. The Indians themselves are gone, 
as are the grizzly bear, tule elk, and pronghorn. 
Native plants must now compete with a long list 
of aliens brought in by various human activities. 
Grazing influences can tip the balance towards 
the invaders. There are pressures growing in the 
Buttes for condominiums in addition to the roads, 
towers, quarries and trailer sites already scarring 
the land. These will increase. 

Conclusions 

Though we found absolutely no evidence for even 
incipient micro-evolutionary changes in our plant suc¬ 
cession studies, we did find very strange and sudden 
disappearances of whole populations in our various 
plots, especially during the dry years. After three dry 
years we found absolutely no evidence for the re-estab¬ 
lishment of the very large populations with all the fas¬ 
cinating variants found in 1969 even after the very wet 
Spring of 1973. What plants were present tended to 
be the typical form of each species except the thistle 
sage. Here there was a catastrophic selection of a 
wooly cylindrical type of variant. In 1969 this was a 
single quite small plant in comparison to the luxuriant 
large three-feet tall revolute leafed plants typical of 
this species. Most certainly it would have been the last 
candidate for any type of natural selection. Further¬ 
more it did not gradually increase in number during 
the dry 1970-72 seasons. We hoped that possibly we 
had found a variant which might eventually become 


an incipient new variety of the thistle sage. However, 
unfortunately in August of 1983 not a single dried 
specimen of any type could be found. As Howe 
wrote, 17 “It looks as if our little species populations 
died out.” 

But though we found no evidence for the continuity 
of populations needed for any sort of natural selection, 
Howe reported that some of the plots have been dam¬ 
aged by subdivision activity. 

So then though we found no evidence for the sort 
of selection of variant types which might lead to the 
evolution of species, we did find plenty of evidence 
for the disappearance of whole populations of plants, 
which brings us to the subject of plant extinction. As 
shown by a number of studies reported in Fremontia , 
the journal of the California native plant society, there 
is abundant evidence for the extinction of species at 
an alarming rate. Thus the ecological consultant, Nor¬ 
man Myers, warns us that with the present practice and 
likely build-up in human population, as many as 100 
species of organisms per day will be lost by the end of 
the century. Though there are several million species 
of animals, micro-organisms and plants in the bio¬ 
sphere such a rate of extinction would soon leave us 
with only the most widespread species, certainly a 
rather monotonous world! It is time that creationists 
join our environmental protection enthusiasts in com¬ 
bating the tendency of man to destroy what God has 
given him. For though man was put in the garden of 
Eden to dress it and to keep it, far too many in the 
years since creation have forgotten this basic com¬ 
mand. Let us then be more aware of the still great 
beauty of God's creation and strive to maintain it as 
we are asked to do. 
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Abstract 

Dairy tuples attack on the decay of the earth’s magnetic field and the resulting young earth concept is found 
to he flawed. 


Desperation of the Evolutionists 

G. Brent Dalrymple, research geologist with the U.S. 
Geological Survey, is spearheading the American Civil 
Liberties Union all-out attack upon the publications of 
creation scientists. He acknowledges review assistance 
from thirteen other noted anti-creationists, such as Carl 
Sagan, Preston Cloud, and Richard Doell. This is, no 
doubt, associated with his mission as a technical wit¬ 
ness in the ACLU's court efforts to prevent a balanced 
treatment of origins in the public schools. 

Dalrymple’s primary concern appears to be with the 
scientific case that creationist scientists have developed 
for a young earth-age. That is not surprising because 
the game is up for evolutionists if the earth is young. 
This author's publications on the decay of the earth's 
dipole magnet have been of particular concern to Dal¬ 
rymple because it is based on rigorous physics and ap¬ 
propriate data. In his article, “Radiometric Dating and 
the Age of the Earth," 1 he uses the usual anti-creation¬ 
ist cliche that associates a young earth with “a belief in 
a flat earth." Working at the same level of intellectu¬ 
ality, the response would be “A hit dog always howls." 
But creation scientists do not need to resort to ridicule. 
Their case rests on science itself. 

Dalrymple contends that the earth's age can be 
accurately obtained from radiometric dating. How¬ 
ever, his own statements illustrate that a multitude of 
judgments have to be included in radiometric dating. 
Not all rocks have remained closed systems since 
their formation, some rocks contain daughter iso¬ 
topes at the time they form, there are instrumental 
corrections to be made, and not all methods work 
on all types of rocks under all circumstances. 
Geologists have learned the circumstances under 
which each method can be relied on, have de¬ 
veloped techniques and categories for circumvent¬ 
ing most of the difficulties, and have learned to 
design experiments so that the data are verifiable, 
(pp. 3033-3034) 

This reminds one of the geology lecturer who, when 
confronted with a discrepant date, replied: “One must 
be very careful about which rocks one picks up." 

Dalrymple claims that the earth's age has been ra- 
diometrically dated to an accuracy of two percent or 
better. 

How old is the earth? . . . The answer is, between 
4.5 and 4.6 billion years. How well do we know 
the age of the earth? Within about 2% or better. 
How long have we known the age of the earth? 
For more than 25 years, (p. 3035) 

Dalrymple does not use the oldest radiometric dates 
on earth rocks, 3.6 to 3.8 billion years. He considers 
those ages too young. He uses the oldest radiometric 
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dates on moon rocks and claims that it is the earth's 
age. “The oldest meteorites and moon rocks give ra¬ 
diometric ages between 4.5 and 4.6 billion years." (p. 
3035) That is how he got the 4.5 to 4.6 billion year 
earth age. Where he got the two percent accuracy and 
25 years knowledge is not detailed. 

Problems with Their Dates 

There is a fundamental problem with the aforemen¬ 
tioned moon age. It can be shown from celestial me¬ 
chanics that the moon cannot be 4.5 billion years old. 
The moon is receding from the earth and would be 
much farther away if it had been moving away for 4.5 
billion years. There is an additional constraint on the 
time of recession. The moon never was close to the 
earth. A body the size of the moon would have been 
ripped apart by the gradient of the tidal forces if the 
moon had ever been within a distance of about 11,500 
miles of the earth, the Roche limit. Celestial mechan¬ 
ics proves that the moon cannot be as old as 4.5 billion 
years. Using Dalrymple's own claim, that one can date 
the earth by the date of the moon, it follows that the 
earth cannot be as old as 4.5 billion years. It has been 
known for more than 25 years that the earth-moon sys¬ 
tem cannot be that old. MIT Professor Louis B. 
Schlichter's celestial mechanics paper (1963) implies 
that fact: “The time scale of the earth-moon system 
still presents a major problem.” 2 

Once evolutionary geologists “decide" how old 
something is, they will find a multitude of ways to in¬ 
terpret data to fit that age. None of their means of 
dating the earth have anything like the credibility of 
celestial mechanics. So one should not have to waste 
his time with their manipulative schemes to confirm 
an erroneous date. When straightforward radiometric 
dating does not work, the so-called isochron age dating 
is employed. Dalrymple resorts to isochron dating of 
meteorites to give support to the age he has assigned 
to the earth. The problem is the unreliability of iso¬ 
chron dating. Russell Arndts and William Overn have 
shown that one can use the isochron dating and obtain 
either an old date or a young date with that method 
depending on the postulates one uses. 3 Numerous 
additional problems with isochron dating have been 
brought to light by Randal Mandock in his Master of 
Science thesis Scale Time Versus Geologic Time in Ra~ 
diosotope Age Determination . 4 

Decline in Scientific Integrity 

Evolutionary doctrine, whether it relates to geology 
or biology, is fraught with pretense. W. R. Thompson, 
F.R.S., points that out in his scholarly Introduction to 
the centennial edition of Darwin’s Origin of Species. 
After documenting a massive amount of pretense, he 
concludes: “The success of Darwinism was accom¬ 
panied by a decline in scientific integrity." 5 

That degradation in scientific integrity is evident in 
censorship of facts that support a young earth age. Not 
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one article or book ever mentioned both Sir Horace 
Lamb's 1883 theory of the earth's decaying magnetic 
field and the extensive real time data that confirm it, 
until my 1971 article. 6 In fact there was very little 
mention of either that theory or the data except in 
highly specialized publications, outside the public's 
view. The reason for this exclusionary practice is that 
Lamb's theory and the confirming data refute the old 
earth age, so essential to evolutionary theory. 

Dalrymple claims that Lamb's paper did not apply 
to the earth's magnetic field. Dalrymple quotes Barnes' 
statement: 

In 1883 Sir Horace Lamb proved theoretically that 
the Earth's magnetic field could be due to an orig¬ 
inal event (creation) from which it has been decay¬ 
ing since. . . . 

Then Dalrymple states: 

Barnes seriously misrepresents Lamb's work. 
Lamb's papers are concerned solely with theoret¬ 
ical behavior of electrical currents in a spherical 
conductor. The earth’s magnetic field is not even 
mentioned by Lamb. Lamb also does not mention 
either an original event or creation. 7 

Dalrymple is wrong. It appears that he has not read 
Lamb's paper. Since Lamb's paper is quite complex, 
he could have at least read the elementary article by 
J. A. Jacobs in the Society of Exploration Geophysi¬ 
cists' Mining Geophysics entitled “The Earth's Mag¬ 
netic Field." 8 Jacobs is well aware of the fact that 
Lamb's theory yields a young earth age. He finds no 
electromagnetic flaw with this theory itself, only with 
the result, a young earth age. On page 430 Jacobs 
states: 

H. Lamb showed in 1883 that electric currents 
generated in a sphere of radius a, electrical con¬ 
ductivity or and permeability jjl , and left to decay 
freely would be reduced by electric dissipation by 
Joule heating to e -1 of their initial strength in a 
time not longer than 4cr/xa 2 /7T. This time is of the 
order of 10 5 years, whereas the age of the earth 
is, more than 4 X 10 9 years. 

When the appropriate observational data are applied 
to Lamb's equation the time constant is about 2000 
years, not 10 5 years. But in any case it demolishes the 
entire theory of evolution. 

To refute Dalrymple's claim that Lamb “does not 
mention an original event or creation," one needs only 
to go to Lamb’s original paper. The following quote 
is from page 520 of Lamb's 1883 paper. 0 “In paragraph 
4 I discuss the case of electric currents started anyhow 
in the sphere and left to themselves." [Italics added] 
That clearly means a starting event of unknown origin. 
On page 530 Lamb gave an illustrative calculation of 
the decay time for the current and associated magnetic 
field of a conducting sphere the size of the earth . Like 
Jacobs’ calculation, it was rough and not based on the 
observational data now available. But it showed that 
his theory provided the mechanism for explaining the 
earth's magnetic dipole field. Had he known the con¬ 
ductivity and radius of the earth's conductive core, he 
could have accurately computed the decay time from 
his equation. 

Lamb developed the theory, others provided the ap¬ 
propriate historical values of the magnetic dipole mo¬ 
ment after years of worldwide measurements and data 


reduction. Together they provide the only theoretical¬ 
ly valid explanation of the earth's dipole magnet and 
the confirmational data. Only a decrease in scientific 
integrity must be the answer as to why this combina¬ 
tion of theory and confirmational data had never been 
published, or even mentioned in any publication, be¬ 
fore this author's 1971 article. 

Applying Lambs Theory 

If Dalrymple had established his contention that 
Lamb did not provide a theoretical solution for the 
earth's dipole magnet, I would have been happy to 
accept all of the credit. But, having gone through 
Lamb's lengthy theoretical derivation and having un¬ 
derstood it and seen the potential of that great work, 
I insist that Lamb be given credit for his original work. 
However, I have redone the derivation in updated 
terminology, using a more appropriate system of coor¬ 
dinates, extended the derivation to give additional so¬ 
lutions to properties of the core of the earth, and ap¬ 
plied the data to make the applicable evaluations. 10 

The present value of this freely decaying electric 
current circulating in the core of the earth is about six 
billion amperes. The rate of consumption of energy is 
about 800 megawatts. The only source of energy from 
which that power is drawn is the present energy in the 
magnetic field. Its energy half-life is about 700 years. 

Faith In a Nonexistent Dynamo 

It takes real faith in the evolutionary dogma for a 
geologist to think that this energy drain has been going 
on for billions of years and that it will continue to do 
so for billions of years to come. This is particularly 
true in view of the fact that there has still not been a 
single scientifically valid theory of a dynamo to gen¬ 
erate the current or energy source to run it. The bur¬ 
den of proof is up to the evolutionary geologist. 

Like the other evolutionary geologists, Dalrymple 
clings to the dynamo theory. He imagines this dynamo 
to be some type of mechanism associated with some 
kind of motion in the molten core of the earth. Al¬ 
though there have been hundreds of dynamo theories 
proposed, not one of them has been shown to be sci¬ 
entifically valid. Here are some comments made by 
Dalrymple in his Journal of Geological Education ar¬ 
ticle, “Can the Earth be Dated from the Decay of its 
Magnetic Field?" 11 

Barnes criticizes the dynamo theory because of 
the absence of a definitive solution. . . . Even 
though there is near universal agreement that a 
dynamo exists in the earth’s core, the exact mech¬ 
anism ... is not known, (p. 130) 

Because Dalrymple can not really come up with a 
known energy source to power the hypothetical dy¬ 
namo, he uses a “scatter-gun" approach. 

At present, scientists do not know which of several 
sources actually drives the dynamo; in fact, it may 
be some combination of sources, (p. 131) 

Prior to that he stated: “At present it seems that gravi¬ 
tation may be the most plausible source of energy ..." 
(p. 131) That is nonsense and completely unsupported. 
After all these years there is nothing to support the 
dynamo theory, a necessary link in the doctrine of 
evolution. 
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Signal vs Noise 

In the language of the engineer, Dalrymple fails to 
distinguish between the signal and the noise. The 
earth's dipole field is the signal. The noise is the su¬ 
perposition of all the other magnetic fields, from what¬ 
ever magnetic sources. There are literally billions of 
sources of magnetic noise and ordinarily their location 
and energy content are not known. For example, mag¬ 
netic storms may be so intense that transatlantic radio 
communication is totally disrupted. Magnetic noise 
is as fickle as the wind. 

Dalrymple's failure to distinguish between signal 
and noise can be seen in his statement: 

Barnes' hypothesis also does not fit the facts. 
Freely decaying currents cannot explain the exist¬ 
ence, configuration, movement, or changes of the 
nondipole field . . . (p. 130) 

Dalrymple does not seem to understand that the non¬ 
dipole field is the noise, not the signal. The dipole 
field is the signal. The dipole field is decaying in ac¬ 
cordance with known theoretical physics equations. 
That is the signal which Gauss separated from the 
noise when he made his historic evaluation in the early 
1830s. 

Dalrymple objects to Barnes' statement: “As of now 
there is no physical evidence, seismic or otherwise, 
that there is any motion within the core." (p. 131) His 
point is to justify the claims of fluid motion as part of 
the mechanism for the dynamo. That is not relevant, 
because no dynamo theory has been shown to be valid 
with whatever type of motion one might have. How¬ 
ever, this demonstrates his failure to understand the 
nature of magnetic noise, the nondipole field. No one 
knows the location of the source of that noise. With¬ 
out knowing the location of the sources of noise one 
can hardly claim to use noise as evidence of motion in 
the core. Similarly Dalrymple is in error when he 
claims that the nondipole field is gaining the energy 
lost by the dipole field. That is nonsense because the 
loss of energy in the dipole field goes into heat. 

The evolutionary geologists are missing the boat by 
trying to associate noise, which may be of a regional 
nature, with the symmetrical dipole field magnet. It 
is the nonconformities that should be of interest to an 
exploration geologist or geophysicist if they are inter¬ 
ested in finding beds of minerals and the like. The di¬ 
pole field is the clear signal that represents the central 
magnet. 

Additional Fruits of the Theory 

Stanley Stanulonis, in his Master's thesis, The Mech¬ 
anism Responsible for the Precession of the Geomag¬ 
netic Dipole with Evaluation of the Earth's Core 
Charge Density and Its Implication , 12 took the data 
of the type which Gauss and others have provided for 
the history of the earth's dipole field. He was able to 
evaluate the charge density in the core of the earth. 
He was not dealing with noise. The westward drift 
of the earth's magnetic dipole field was available in the 
dipole data. He developed the electromagnetic theory 
which accounts for this, namely the interaction be¬ 
tween the rotating earth's magnetic dipole field and 
the solar wind. This westward drift of the dipole field 
is due to a shifting of the electric currents in the core 
of the earth, not a movement of the massive molten 
metal in the core. There is a great deal of difference 


between shifting the position of an electric current and 
shifting the whole core of the earth. The data em¬ 
ployed by Stanulonis are the same basic data which 
show the decay of the earth's dipole magnetic field. 
That is the signal not the noise. 

Phenomenal Decay Implies Young Age 
The basic data substantiating the decay in the earth's 
dipole magnet are the historic evaluations of its dipole 
moment. The dipole moment is a vector quantity that 
specifies the state of the magnet, both its strength and 
its direction. One does not know the state of a magnet 
unless he knows the dipole moment. Claims to the con¬ 
trary notwithstanding, the earth's dipole moment can 
not be accurately evaluated from any amount of rock 
or archeomagnetic data. One of the most complete 
tabulations of the historic values of the earth's dipole 
moment is given in D. Russell Humphreys' paper, “The 
Creation of the Earth's Magnetic Field." 13 They cover 
the period from 1829 to 1890. His analysis yields an 
exponential decay with a decay time constant of 2049 
± 79 years, which is within the error range of this 
author's 1971 and later publications. Extrapolating the 
magnetic dipole field back in time, one obtains a maxi¬ 
mum earth age of approximately 10,000 years. That is 
based on the postulate that the earth's magnetic field 
was never as large as that of a magnetic star. 

The present process of a rapidly decaying magnetic 
dipole field cannot be glossed over. Sidney Chapman 
emphasized its importance with this statement in his 
book. The Earth's Magnetism : 

When the great scale of the phenomenon is con¬ 
sidered, this must seem a remarkably large and 
rapid secular change, not paralleled for any other 
worldwide geophysical property. 14 
The present process is readily explained by Lamb's 
theory of freely decaying electric currents circulating 
in the core of the earth. In fact the theory predicts 
what is now observed. The evolutionary geologists 
have no valid theory to support their hypothetical dy¬ 
namo, much less a dynamo that would predict this 
decay process or maintain the dipole field for a few 
billion years. 

Flaws in the Reversal Theory 
Dalrymple contends that the dipole magnet has re¬ 
versed its polarity many times, at irregular intervals, 
while maintaining approximately the same value of di¬ 
pole moment through about three billion years. We 
have already shown that his radiometric method of 
dating moon rocks and earth rocks is invalid. But there 
are two additional reasons why his reversal theory is 
fatally flawed: 1) There is no valid theoretical mech¬ 
anism to produce a reversal. Physics is against him. 
2) The magnetization in rocks is not the kind of data 
from which one can determine the state of the earth's 
dipole magnet, neither its direction nor its magnitude. 

Scientists know that all of the efforts to come up 
with a physically plausible reversal mechanism have 
failed. That is well documented in the literature. For 
example: C. R. Carrigan and David Gubbins in a 
lengthy Scientific American article, while attempting 
to justify some type of dynamo theory, acknowledge: 
No one has developed an explanation of why the 
sign reversals take place. The apparent random 
reversals of the earth's dipole field have remained 
inscrutable. 15 
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One well-known problem with the rock data is that 
there can be self-reversal of the magnetization in the 
rock that is independent of the earth's field. Further¬ 
more, there may be local anomalies producing mag¬ 
netic noise. Richard Doell and Allan Cox, in attempt¬ 
ing to defend the reversal hypothesis against the ob¬ 
stacle of self-reversal, state: 

The reversed magnetization of some rocks is now 
known to be due to a self-reversal mechanism. 
Moreover, many theoretical self-reversal mechan¬ 
isms have been proposed . . . However, in order 
definitely to reject the field-reversal hypothesis it 
is necessary to show that all reversely magnetized 
rocks are due to self-reversal. This would be a 
very difficult task since some of the self-reversable 
mechanisms are difficult to detect and are not re¬ 
producible in the laboratory. 16 
It is interesting to note that these authors attempt to 
shift the burden of proof to the opponents of the re¬ 
versal hypothesis, but in so doing they demolish the 
reliability of the very data upon which they depend. 

Still another example of the unreliability of the type 
of data that is supposed to support the reversals can be 
seen in this statement by J. A. Jacobs: 

Such results show that one must be cautious about 
interpreting all reversals as due to a field reversal 
and the problem of deciding which reversed rocks 
indicate a reversal of the field may in some cases 
be extremely difficult. To prove that a reversed 
rock sample has been magnetized by a reversal of 
the earth's field, it is necessary to show that it can 
not have been reversed by a physico-chemical 
process. This is a virtually impossible task since 
physical changes may have occurred since the ini¬ 
tial magnetization or may occur during certain 
laboratory tests. 17 

Criteria for a Valid History 

To know the history of the earth's dipole magnet one 
must have accurate evaluations of its magnetic mo¬ 
ment. The earth's magnetic moment cannot be meas¬ 
ured directly. The process of evaluating the magnetic 
moment includes: 1) Measurements of the raw data on 
the magnitude and the direction of the magnetic field 
strength over an extensive portion of the globe. 2) 
Knowing the time of each measurement of field 
strength to an accuracy of about a year, because the 
field is decaying. 3) Employ extensive data reduction 
to extract the signal (magnetic moment) from the noise 
in the raw data. 

These conditions have been met in the magnetic 
moment evaluations employed in the confirmation of 
the decay theory. Those conditions have never been 
met in the presumed evaluations from rock or archeo- 
magnetic data. 

The lack of credibility of the evolutionary data can 
be seen in Figure 1. The credible evaluation is the top 
curve. The meaningless evaluation is the bottom 
curve. It is the archeomagnetic data for the same pe¬ 
riod of time. The top curve is obtained from magnetic 
moment evaluations, such as that made by Gauss. The 
bottom curve is the first 165 years of the presumed 
magnetic "history” for the last 8,500 years. These ar¬ 
cheomagnetic data are from a Russian paper that was 
supposed to have included all the available archeo¬ 
magnetic data over the last 8,500 years. 18 Note that 



1800 1825 1850 1875 1900 1925 1950 1975 

YEAR OF MEASUREMENT 

Figure 1. Archeomagnetic data fail to show the decay in the 

earth’s dipole magnet during the period when the decay was 

known from evaluations of the earth’s magnetic moment. 

the archeomagnetic data do not show any of the 
known decay of the state of the magnet. Since those 
data are meaningless for this 165 years of most recent 
data, it is nonsense to claim that it is good for 8,500 
years. 

Independent Check 

An independent check on the decay theory has been 
made by the author. 19 According to the decay theory 
the only source of energy to perpetuate the earth's di¬ 
pole magnet is the energy in its magnetic field. As the 
magnetic field decays it induces the circulating current 
in the earth's core. The circulating current in the 
earth's core dissipates energy in the form of heat. The 
energy transformations are: 

Magnetic energy Electric energy Heat energy 

The author made a confirmational check on his 
decay theory as follows: 1) The total energy to be lost 
in heat from now on was evaluated, by integrating the 
exponential power loss from the present to infinite 
time. 2) According to the law of conservation of ener¬ 
gy, that value of heat energy must equal the present 
value of magnetic energy. 3) This value of magnetic 
energy was compared with the magnetic energy in a 
"standard” reference magnet, a permanent magnet of 
the same size as the earth's core and having the same 
magnetic moment. The two values checked to within 
the accuracy of the equivalence of these dynamic and 
static magnets. 

These two values would not have checked if there 
were a dynamo running the earth's magnet. It has to 
be a freely decaying electromagnet of the type to 
which Lamb's solution applies. 

Conclusion 

The author's theory of a young magnetic age for the 
earth is the only theory of the present process in the 
earth's dipole magnet that is supported by the follow¬ 
ing facts: 

(1) A rigorous mathematical physics solution. 

(2) A history of real-time evaluations of the state of 
the magnet (its magnetic moment). 

(3) A clearly identified source of energy (its own 
magnetic field energy). 
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4) A definitive predictive value. 

5) A means of computing its source energy and sub¬ 
jecting that value to an independent check that 
would falsify the theory if there were no check. 

On the other hand, the presumed dynamo theory 
has no substantive theoretical basis. It has no predic¬ 
tive value. Evolutionary geologists themselves cannot 
agree on any particular dynamo theory; nor can they 
agree on any particular source of energy to drive the 
dynamo if there were one. The presumed reversal 
mechanism has remained an inscrutable problem. 
Their presumed age dating from radiometric data is 
fraught with problems and has to be continually 
amended to take care of known discrepancies. Their 
presumed magnetic reversal data is fraught with noise 
problems. 

Realizing that it fakes but one proof of a young 
earth age to refute the whole gamut of evolution, it 
is no wonder that the doctrinaire evolutionary geolo¬ 
gists have found that they must fight with all their 
might, fair or foul, against all evidences of a young 
earth-age. 
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QUOTE 


Assuming that the reader has some knowledge of gnostic thought of the beginning of our era, let us now try to 
suggest here the theses of the new gnosis. Such a list is nowhere nailed to doors of cathedrals, nor announced in 
the writings of scholars. The representatives of gnostic thought do not always know or recognize that they are re¬ 
newing an old tradition; they are most often convinced of having formulated something entirely new. This is 
the case particularly today when scientists are taking the lead in such a formulation. They believe that the philo¬ 
sophical conclusion they have reached originated from scientific premises according to the logic of their disci¬ 
plines; it is hard for them to imagine that they have returned to former centuries’ wisdom, particularly as this 
wisdom, in fact a gnosis, may prove fecundating for new developments. 

1. The first thesis is, albeit unformulated, that the universe is uncreated. In spite of the now fashionable “big 
bang” hypothesis—which, by the way, is no answer to the problem of creation, and in fact reinforces the Great 
Cycles theory of repeated renewals on a cosmic scale—the firm agnosticism of modern science finds it repugnant 
to postulate a super-intelligent, personal being as the absolute beginning. Moreover, for all their confusion as to 
the reality of matter and spirit, the new scientists are inheritors of enough materalism from past ages to assume 
that matter possesses such potentialities by which it can evolve into an infinite variety of forms. The ultimate 
question concerning the origins is thus ruled out as “unscientific.” As Etienne Gilson has written, and the diag¬ 
nosis is still valid, scientists prefer to get entangled with a meaningless universe, one whose probability of 
emerging approaches zero, than to postulate the work of an intelligent agent, God. 

2. Matter spiritualizes itself as a result of its own potentialities. This is our reading of the papers presented 
in Cordoba, and it is also explicitly stated in the works of Teilhard de Chardin. It is of little importance that the 
latter accepted God as a creator; this creator must have sat back after the initial effort (deus otiosus), and en¬ 
trusted matter and its built-in mechanism to produce whatever was needed, out of itself. In due course matter 
brought forth man (Teilhard’s Darwinism), who then took over the demiurgic role and produced culture and 
morality. ... 

Molnar, Thomas. 1983. Science and the new gnosticism. Modern Age: A Quarterly Review 27:137-38. 
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Abstract 

D airy triple s attack on a creationist calculation of radiometric dating is found to be incorrect. 


The capable and well-known geochronologist, G. B. 
Dalrymple, has participated in the current evolutionist 
counterattack upon the creationists in an article in 
Federation of American Societies for Experimental Bi¬ 
ology. 1 While some of his criticisms of creationist liter¬ 
ature may or may not have some validity, one at least 
is in error and suggests that overeagerness to vanquish 
his opponents has led Dr. Dalrymple into some unjusti¬ 
fied and erroneous charges. 

One of the publications which Dr. Dalrymple attacks 
is The Creation Explanation by Kofahl and Segraves. 2 
On page 3034 of his critique he says: 

Examples of fictitious data are not uncommon in 
the creationist literature. For example, in their 
book The Creation Explanation , Kofahl and Se¬ 
graves make the following statement, for which 
they reference a paper by Virginia Oversby: 

A series of volcanic rocks from Reunion Island in 
the Indian Ocean gives K/Ar ages ranging from 
100,000 to 1 million years, whereas the Pb-206/ 
U-238 and Pb-206/Pb-207 ages are from 2.2 to 4.4 
billion years. The factor of discordance between 
“ages” is as high as 14,000 in some samples. 

The problem with this assertion is that the ura¬ 
nium/lead and lead/lead ages that Kofahl and Se¬ 
graves cite do not appear in Oversby’s paper. ... 
She did not calculate any ages for these lava 
flows, nor did she report any data that could be 
used to do so (emphasis added). I do not know 
where the uranium/lead ages came from, but I 
suspect that Kofahl and Segraves took the liberty 
of doing some calculations of their own. In any 
event they clearly do not understand either what 
Oversby did or the meaning of her results. 

We have given an almost complete quote of Dal- 
rymple’s criticism of our book. Is it justified? No, it is 
not. We did indeed “(take) the liberty” of doing our 
own calculations. But his claim that Oversby’s paper 
did not contain the data necessary for calculating lead/ 
uranium ages of the rocks in question is so obviously 
false that one could wonder if he even read Oversby’s 
article. She gives in her Table 1 the U-238/Pb-204 
values for twelve rock samples from a number of lava 
flows on the island. Then in her Table 2 she gives the 
ratios of Pb-206 and Pb-207 to Pb-204 for each of the 
respective rock samples. What more is needed for the 
calculation of a lead/uranium "age”? Only the respec¬ 
tive isotopic ratios for so-called “primordial lead,” the 
commonly used values for which are easily available. 8 
In addition the ratio of U-238 to U-235 is needed for 
calculation of lead/lead “ages.” 4 So we took the liber- 
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ty of calculating the following results in the lead/ura- 
nium systems, comparing them with the potassium/ 
argon results cited in Oversby’s Table 2: 

The Pb-206/U-238 values range from 2.8 to 3.00 
billion years. 

The Pb-206/Pb-207 values range from 4.42 to 4.45 
billion years. 

The K/Ar values cited by Oversby range from 
0.073 to 1.98 million years. 

Note that the lead/uranium “ages” have a fair range, 
while the lead/lead “ages” are almost twice as great 
but have only a small relative range of values. How¬ 
ever, these consistent lead/lead values are apparently 
not considered by chronologists to be meaningful. In 
any event, the lead/uranium “ages” range from 1,300 
to 18,000 times as great as the potassium/argon “ages” 
in particular rock samples, and the lead/lead “ages” 
range from 2,200 to 42,000 times as great as their com¬ 
panion potassium/argon “ages.” 

The point which we made in The Creation Explana¬ 
tion is that whereas at Reunion Island the K/Ar results 
are accepted as correct, in other instances such as the 
1880-1881 lava flows in Hawaii, the K/Ar results are 
known from historical data to be incorrect. 5 So how 
is one to determine which “ages” are the right ones? 
The answer is, as all creationists know, those results 
are accepted which accord with overriding theoretical 
considerations. So it is usually possible to find reasons 
for observed anomalies. Thus, the Hawaiian rocks 
contain “excess radiogenic argon” retained because of 
solidification before degassing. Conversely, in the case 
of the Reunion Island rocks, the high lead/uranium 
ratios, supposedly produced during a multi-billion year 
sojourn in the earth’s crust, were brought along with 
the magma when it was expelled to form the island. 6 
These explanations may satisfy most chronologists but, 
we ask, how can we ever be sure that any particular 
atomic ratio actually corresponds to the true age of a 
rock sample? 

We think we could direct Dr. Dalrymple to some 
real errors or inadequacies of our book which he may 
have been too rushed to catch. No book is .without 
fault. Ours is being thoroughly revised and, we hope, 
made more accurate and useful, as well as more honest. 
Our enemies fast help to make us more learned men, 
as Luther observed long ago. 
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3. The values which we used for primordial lead are Pb-206/ 
Pb-204 = 9.346 and Pb-207/Pb-204 = 10.218. The values 
for decay constants are k(U-238) = 1.55125E-10 and k(U- 
235) = 9.8485E-10, taken from “Proposal for Simultaneous 
Adoption of New U, Th, Rb, and K Decay Constants for 
Calculation of Radiometric Dates,” by Richard Lee Arm¬ 
strong, Dept, of Geological Sciences, University of British 
Columbia, Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1W5, published 
informally about 1975. The formula for the lead/uranium 
age is 

2.3026 f (Pb-206/Pb-204 ) C rctd~| 

4 - 1.5513 X 10- 10 log L 1 + (U-238/Pb-204) J 

The corrected value of the measured ratio, Pb-206/Pb-204, 


is obtained by subtracting from it the corresponding primor¬ 
dial lead /lead ratio. 

4. The value used for U-238/U-235 is 137.88, taken from Arm¬ 
strong, Ibid. The formula for the lead/lead “age” is 

["U-235"] r Pb-206 ] _ ek»8t - l 

LU-238J L Pb-207jcrctd “ e^ot ~ 1 

The solution for t must be obtained by a reiterative process 
which is easily programmed on a hand calculator. 

5. Funkhouser, John G., and John J. Naughton. 1968. Journal 
of Geophysical Research, 73:4601-4607. 

6. This explanation was proposed to me by Prof. James Gill of 
the University of California at Santa Cruz, an experienced 
geochronologist. 
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Abstract 

With this article the author begins a series in which he draws upon a decade of classroom experience in teach¬ 
ing about origin questions. He encourages creative , innovative “solutions’ rather than litigation regarding teach¬ 
ing about first origins. Thus the series of articles is intended to generate calm and clear understanding of “how 
to” teach in a fair and just manner. This article contains a discussion of the validity of two contrasting viewpoints 
about origins. 


Introduction 

To protect the integrity of a pluralistic educational 
curriculum, a positive alternative to the majority “es¬ 
tablishment” interpretation of first origin questions is 
needed in American schools. A viable contrasting posi¬ 
tion to the “conventional wisdom” of the mechanistic, 
animalistic origin of human beings is needed as an in¬ 
tegral part of curriculum in both public and parochial 
schools. However, teachers must understand “how to 
do it,” if they are to supplement the exclusive, monopo¬ 
listic ideas of “evolutionary” origin of modern male and 
female human beings. 

All educators need to recall that the exercise of aca¬ 
demic freedom is fully legal in the United States. Thus 
wherever questions of ultimate origin of the universe, 
or life on the earth, or mankind arise there are no legal 
prohibitions against open, candid discussion of differ¬ 
ent interpretations of objective, scientific data in sci¬ 
ence classes, or in any social studies, history, or anthro¬ 
pology classes. 1 

Analysis of many, many cultures results in the con¬ 
clusion that many, many “creation stories” have been 
developed. Yet, upon careful consideration of all avail¬ 
able “variations,” it is imperative for all educators to 
understand that only two primary viewpoints or inter¬ 
pretative approaches on the origin of all things are 
involved: (1) a theistic viewpoint, or (2) a non- 
theistic viewpoint. In short, either the Eternal, Per¬ 
sonal Creator God was the source of all things or He 
was not. 
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The heavens and the earth and all that is therein 
were created by the Eternal, Personal Creator God, as 
believed by many of the “founders” of the modern 
scientific discipline. Or, all things in the universe, in 
the solar system, in plant form and animal form came 
into existence in some way from Eternal, Impersonal 
Matter-Energy, which is the position held by the ma¬ 
jority of scientists today. For this on-going discussion 
of “Teaching about Origin Questions,” the latter, ma¬ 
jority alternative will be labelled Total Evolutionism, 
and shall be understood as the fully contrasting view¬ 
point to that of Total Creationism that identifies the 
former, “traditional” viewpoint. These are the two 
fundamentally contrasting points of view for different 
interpretations about first origin questions. (Admitted¬ 
ly variations and modifications of each are possible, 
but basic comparative statements are provided in 
Table I.) 

Two Contrasting Viewpoints 
A clear indication of the grand magnitude of the 
position of Total Evolutionism can be found in the 
lead article by the famous evolutionist Dr. Ernst Mayr 
in the Scientific American 2 of September 1978. That 
issue contained nine articles on the status of evolution¬ 
ary thinking at that time and was distributed widely 
as a “public service.” Presumably, according to Dr. 
Mayr, biological (organic) evolution was preceded by 
chemical (molecular) evolution, which was preceded 
supposedly by atomic (cosmic) evolution. (And social 
studies specialists have extended evolutionist thinking 
to propose societal (social) evolution as a type of “post- 
lude” to “biological evolution.”) 3 

A majority of professionally qualified scientists sup¬ 
port teaching the youth of America the objective, sci¬ 
entific facts that can be used to support Total Evolu- 
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Table I. Comparative Statements Regarding Origins 

Total Evolutionist postulates (believes axiomatically) that the universe began at the explosion of a dense 
quantity of matter. (No attempt is made to answer the question of origin of matter that supposedly ex¬ 
ploded due to some energy change; hence such matter and energy is essentially taken to have been eternal.) 
Total Creationist postulates (believes axiomatically) that the universe is the result of creative acts of a 
Creator. (No attempt is made to answer the question of origin of the Creator that is believed to be the 
First Cause; hence the Creator is taken to have been eternal.) 

Total Evolutionist postulates (believes axiomatically) that the solar system came into being as a consequence 
of the explosion of a dense quantity of matter resulting in some nucleogenesis of elements and subsequent 
accretion of matter into the sun and planets. 

Total Creationist postulates (believes axiomatically) that the solar system is the result of creative acts of cos¬ 
mic nucleo-synthesis of a Creator which He empowered to form light, the sun, moon, and the earth as 
essentially stable, “finished” (with interactions of disintegration and conservation “forces”). 

Total Evolutionist postulates (believes axiomatically) that life on the earth came into being as a consequence 
of interaction of energy and previously existing sub-molecular portions of matter. (A five-stage “scenario” 
is often utilized entailing change from supposed reducing atmosphere to present oxidizing atmosphere, 
some genesis of nucleotides, some genesis of polymers, some genesis of coacervates and proto-cells, and 
some genesis of living cells.) 

Total Creationist postulates (believes axiomatically) that life on the earth is the result of creative acts of a 
Creator such that organization and complexity of the smallest unit of a living system, the cell, was estab¬ 
lished with a continual supply of energy and repair of natural processes corrective of harmful chemical 
reactions. 

Total Evolutionist postulates (believes axiomatically) that species come from species through some micro¬ 
evolutionary means, such as mutations and recombinations, over time. 

Total Creationist postulates (believes axiomatically) that recognizably different organisms (kinds) are the 
result of creative acts of a Creator which have remained essentially stable over time (though many have be¬ 
come extinct); each kind shows a potential for variability within some genetic limits such that species, gen¬ 
era, and other arbitrary classificatory divisions can be assigned for ease of grouping according to similarities 
(and differences). 

(Note: Any use of the expression: species (kinds), as supposedly meaning a synonymous relation generates 
confusion. These terms are not necessarily synonymous as modern creationists have published re¬ 
peatedly.) 

tionism. (See Table II for a listing of such data.) This 
“conventional wisdom” has been taught exclusively in 
science classes and in social studies classes during the 
last three decades, if not for the last 100 years. How¬ 
ever, for the last 20 years, a minority of professionally 
qualified scientists have gathered and published ex¬ 
tensively the objective, scientific facts that can be used 
to support Total Creationism. (See Table III for a list¬ 
ing of such data.) 

With this understanding that there are two major 
contrasting positions of interpretation regarding ulti¬ 
mate beginnings, and according to exercise of proper 
academic freedom, both viewpoints of Total Evolu¬ 
tionism and Total Creationism should be considered 
whenever first origin questions arise. Seemingly even 
Charles Darwin might have agreed that a balanced 
treatment of the facts for Total Evolutionism and Total 
Creationism and arguments for both sides should be 
presented as public and parochial school curricular 
content. In the Introduction to Origin of Species , 

Darwin stated: 

For I am fully aware that scarcely a single point is 
discussed in this volume on which facts cannot be 
adduced, often apparently leading to conclusions 
directly opposite to those at which I have arrived. 

A fair result can be obtained only by fully stating 
and balancing the facts and arguments on both 
sides of each question; and this is here impossible. 

(pp. 11-12, The Modern Library Edition.) 

Of course “stating and balancing the facts and argu¬ 
ments on both sides of each question” is quite possible 
in open, candid discussion in the classroom. 


Two Viewpoints in Science Classes? 

Is discussion of ultimate origin questions possible in 
science classes? Is consideration of ultimate origin 
questions a matter of teaching religion and therefore 
of questionable constitutionality, at least in the public 
schools? Answers to these questions involve under¬ 
standing the meaning of the terms, “science” and “re¬ 
ligion.” 

In presentations of Total Creationism, no theistic 
“religion” or sectarian teaching need be entailed. This 
is so if all educators understand that “religion” may be 
defined as (1) “belief in a divine or superhuman power 
or powers to be obeyed and worshipped as the crea¬ 
tor^ s) of the universe”; (2) “expression of this belief 
in conduct and ritual and (3) “any specific system 
of belief, worship or conduct” 

Clearly two main facets of meaning are incorporated 
in these definitions of “religion”: (1) the facet of be¬ 
lief, and (2) the facet of worship. Noteworthy is the 
fact that no attention to worshipful conduct or ritual¬ 
istic procedure need be included in teaching about 
Total Evolutionism or Total Creationism, as contrast¬ 
ing approaches to teaching about first origin. Any pro¬ 
cedures or practices of using prayer beads, a prayer 
rug, a head covering, certain wearing apparel, or fac¬ 
ing toward the east are not part of any recommended 
approach to teaching about origins in the public 
schools. 

Rather, exclusive attention can be given to consider¬ 
ation of the facet of belief held by different people. 
Different people have held different beliefs about be¬ 
ginnings, but their beliefs are basically theistic or non- 
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Table II. Objective, Scientific Data Used by 
Professionally Qualified Majority Scientists to Support 
Total Evolutionism 

1. Red shift of light spectra. 

2. Occurrence of nova and supernovae. 

3. Detection of background radio noise. 

4. Detection of background radiation. 

5. Synthesis of coacervates and cell-like globules. 

6. Synthesis of amino acids (non-living “building 
blocks” of living substance). 

7. Production of synthetic “equivalents” of urea, rub¬ 
ber, cloth fibers. 

8. Similarities of skeletal, muscular patterns, and 
brain form. 

9. Similarities of embryonic structure. 

10. Similarities of DNA and RNA components of life. 

11. Similarities of hemoglobin, cytochrome c, and 
other biochemical aspects. 

12. Human behavioral similarities to emotional, terri¬ 
torial, and aggressive animal-like behavior involv¬ 
ing reaction to signs, signals, and perceptual 
thought. 

theistic. And teaching about the beliefs of people is 
fully legal and consistent with the U. S. Supreme Court 
rulings. 4 The important point to understand is the fact 
that teaching about origins involves beliefs that people 
have had or do presently hold with regard to begin¬ 
nings. Total Evolutionism entails one set of beliefs 
about human origins, and Total Creationism entails an¬ 
other set of beliefs about human origins. 

To assure students that one pattern of beliefs is not 
favored above another set of beliefs, modern teachers 
should practice open, candid treatment of origin ques¬ 
tions wherein both the viewpoints of Total Evolution¬ 
ism and Total Creationism are presented. Such would 
be consistent apparently with Darwin's “fully stating 
and balancing the facts and arguments on both sides 
of each question.” 

What is Science? 

How might this be done in science classes? Actually 
the crux of any decisions about treatment of first origin 
questions in science classes is understanding the an¬ 
swer to the question, what is science? Today it is as¬ 
sumed generally that scientists can investigate any area 
in inquiry. Yet, is it possible to study scientifically the 
ultimate origin of the universe, or origin of life on the 
earth, or origin of mankind? 

Because proper, orderly scientific activity involves 
necessarily direct and/or indirect observation (s) of 
natural objects and/or events that occur or exist in the 
physical environment, questions of ultimate origins are 
not open to study scientifically. Many, many evolu¬ 
tionists have written 5 quite authoritatively about the 
full dependence of the scientific endeavor upon ob¬ 
servations (direct and/or indirect) of natural objects 
and/or events. Professional scientists study naturally 
occurring objects and/or events; modern scientists do 
not study the supernatural or the unnatural. 

Importantly, then, modern science teachers are well 
prepared to help young minds understand that the 
beginnings of the universe, of life on the earth, and of 
human beings are each singularities that are beyond 
any repetition. Since proper, orderly science involves 


Table III. Objective, Scientific Data Used by 
Professionally Qualified Minority Scientists to Support 
Total Creationism 

1. Angular momentum in solar system, of universe. 

2. Polonium halo research: rapid rock formation. 

3. Orderly patterns (designs) of constellations, com¬ 
ets and planetary motions. 

4. Tendency toward breakdown of living systems. 

5. Complex pattern (design) of DNA code, molecular 
interdependency, cell organelle and organ inter¬ 
actions. 

6. Definite pattern (design) of exclusively “left-hand¬ 
ed” amino acid structure. 

7. Law of Biogenesis: All life comes from existing 
life. 

8. Abrupt appearance of fossil forms separated by 
systematic gaps between fossil forms. 

9. Distinctness of DNA, chemical components, and 
pattern (design) of morphological similarities. 

10. Laws of Mendel: combination, recombination al¬ 
ways results in easily recognized plant, animal 
forms; conclusive evidence of fixed reproductive 
patterns (designs). 

11. Distinctness of human self-conscious awareness 
and metaphysical concern. 

12. Distinctness of human personality involving moral 
and ethical concern; reflective, symbolic, abstract, 
conceptual thought. 

necessarily repeatable observations of natural objects 
and/or events, then students can learn that first begin¬ 
nings are outside of real scientific study. 

Thus the Eternal, Personal Creator God that is basic 
to Total Creationism is not subject to scientific study. 
Proponents of Total Creationism admit that sudden, 
unnatural concepts are a part of their thinking. They 
believe that the Eternal, Personal Creator God who 
exists outside of and independent of the cosmos called 
forth supernaturally the galaxies, stars, comets, and 
planets, including the earth with special atmosphere; 
and as well brought forth suddenly the basic plant 
forms with established potential for variation within 
genetic limitation, along with sudden appearance of 
the basic animal forms with established potential for 
variation within genetic limitation, including special 
creation of particularly unique sentient human beings. 

However, each set of these creative phenomena is 
beyond the scope of the natural. Therefore, such as¬ 
pects could not possibly be submitted to scientific 
study, as is fully recognized and understood by all 
professional scientists. 

Likewise, the Eternal, Impersonal Matter-Energy 
condition that is basic to Total Evolutionism is not 
subject to scientific study. Proponents of Total Evolu¬ 
tionism repeatedly include catastrophic, unnatural ob¬ 
jects and/or events in their thinking. They believe that 
the universe began with a supposed explosion of some 
dense substance of unknown origin; then they imagine 
accretion of celestial objects, including the earth; fol¬ 
lowed in time by spontaneous appearance of some liv¬ 
ing substance as progenitor of all present life on this 
earth; and then, presumed gradual accumulation of 
errors due to minor mutations resulting in totally new 
organisms, including human beings. 
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However, each one of these supposed changes could 
not possibly be submitted to scientific study, which 
conclusion should be readily recognized, understood, 
and agreed to by all professional scientists. 

It is imperative to make quite clear to students, 
therefore, that both viewpoints about origins—Total 
Evolutionism as well as Total Creationism—involve be¬ 
liefs about changes that are unnatural and are not re¬ 
peatable; hence such concepts associated with either 
the theistic or the non-thiestic viewpoint about first 
origins are definitely singularities that are outside 
proper, orderly scientific study. Understandably, spe¬ 
cial creative phenomena attributed to the Eternal, 
Personal Creator God may not be studied scientifically, 
but also all the imagined tmnatural changes presumed 
to have come about in the distant past that started 
from some Eternal, Impersonal Matter-Energy condi¬ 
tion may not be studied scientifically. 

However in the 1980’s professionally qualified indi¬ 
viduals of the majority do present objective, scientific 
facts in support of Total Evolutionism; whereas pro¬ 
fessionally qualified individuals of the minority do pre¬ 
sent objective, scientific facts in support of Total Crea¬ 
tionism. 6 

Nevertheless, in maintaining the integrity of aca¬ 
demic freedom of all students and all teachers in a 
pluralistic educational curriculum, modern instructors 
teaching about origin questions are responsible to de¬ 
lineate the significant differences between beliefs 
about unnatural concepts and proper scientific theo¬ 
ries. 

Scientific Theories and Hypotheses 

Proper scientific theories fully involve natural ob¬ 
jects and/or events existing or occurring in the present 
physical environment of some living human investiga¬ 
tor, which are either directly or indirectly observable 
in an understandable fashion that can be repeated. 
This is true for proper scientific theories such as the 
Gene Theory (breeding practices involving presumed 
or imagined genes), the Kinetic-Molecular Theory 
(studies of gases involving presumed or imagined mol¬ 
ecules), or the Atomic Theory (studies of physical 
structure of matter involving presumed or imagined 
atoms and sub-atomic entities). (Recall that excellent, 
repeatable experimental evidence exists for the pre¬ 
sumed existence of genes, molecules, atoms, and elec¬ 
trons.) 

From these points it follows that an “hypothesis” 
in proper, orderly science is testable. The very genius 
of successful scientific endeavor in the biological sci¬ 
ences, and especially in the physical sciences, has been 
the direct or indirect testing of hypotheses and the 
purposeful quantification of results. Thus it follows 
that some Big Bang “Hypothesis,” or Steady-State “Hy¬ 
pothesis,” or Autotrophic “Hypothesis,” or Heterotro- 
phic “Hypothesis” are different from proper scientific 
theories. 

Such “hypotheses” about origins are essentially spec¬ 
ulations about the unrepeatable past; they involve 
scenarios of what “could have been,” or what “might 
have happened” without any present-day testability; 
they are not proper hypotheses formulated as answers 
to scientific questions. They involve inquiries by sci¬ 
entists, yes, but inquiries about unnatural concepts in 
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the past; thus they are different from proper scientific 
theories studied in the present. 

It is one thing to ask questions about natural objects 
and/or events existing or occurring in the physical en¬ 
vironment of some investigator. Contrasting to that is 
an entirely different set of inquiries that people like 
to ask about past, tmnatural, non-repeatable aspects of 
life on the earth, about the solar system, and about the 
entire cosmos. 

Reasons for Litigation 

All of the above notwithstanding, proponents of the 
“conventional wisdom” accepted by the majority of 
scientists who believe in a mechanistic, animalistic ori¬ 
gin of human beings do not favor the idea that young 
students should learn about the objective, scientific 
facts that minority scientists use to support the posi¬ 
tion of Total Creationism. As a consequence numerous 
cases of litigation have occurred in Texas; in Washing¬ 
ton, D.C.; in Arkansas; and litigation is pending in 
Louisiana in the mid-lQSO’s. 

In search of terms that might be useful in such liti¬ 
gation the following have been utilized: scientific 
creationism, creation-science, evolution-science, and 
some people are now using origin science. Regrettable 
confusion abounds. Total Evolutionists do not under¬ 
stand that Scientific Creationism is a rubric for a set 
of beliefs about the past. (Note: Scientific Socialism is 
a rubric for a set of beliefs about interactions in the 
field of economics and social history.) 

Total Evolutionists quite correctly ridicule the very 
thought of creation-science in litigation, as if referring 
to real science about unnatural, creative acts. How¬ 
ever, Total Evolutionists are quite unwilling to admit 
that evolution-science is also ridiculous when used in 
litigation, as if referring to real science about unnatural 
concepts about all life on the earth having a common 
ancestry. 

Condition of Scientistic Thinking 

As mentioned, there is an all too easy willingness in 
these closing years of the twentieth century to think 
that scientists can investigate any area in inquiry. That 
attitude, when examined closely, is identified as a phil¬ 
osophic outlook labelled Scientism. Thus many, many 
scientists, politicians, and citizens in general have ac¬ 
cepted a too broad scope for supposed scientific in¬ 
quiry. Hence many individuals in the American public 
are scientistic in their thinking. 

However, there is no science of creative acts of the 
Eternal, Personal Creator God in whom Total Crea¬ 
tionists believe. In parallel, it is imperative for all edu¬ 
cators to understand that there is no science of un natu¬ 
ral changes of the Eternal, Impersonal Matter-Energy 
condition about which Total Evolutionists have beliefs. 

Let it be easily understood that semantic confusion 
abounds through use of creation-science, evolution- 
science, and origin science in litigation, and when and 
if these terms are introduced into public school cur¬ 
ricula. These combinations of words have been de¬ 
veloped to take advantage of the “scientific” attitude 
or frame of mind so prevalent in the United States; 
and, as parts of legal strategies, should be reserved for 
arguments of litigation only. 7 

Conclusions 

Teachers seekiilg to protect the integrity of proper 
academic freedom in a pluralistic educational curricu- 
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lum will serve the scientific discipline, and varieties of 
religious belief systems, if they teach young minds to 
understand forthrightly that proper, orderly scientific 
activity is limited to the study of natural objects and/or 
events. Consequently, discussions of unnatural con¬ 
cepts and first origin questions do not entail scientific 
studies or scientific theories. Rather discussions of un¬ 
natural concepts and first origin questions entail sets 
of contrasting beliefs and the associated objective, sci¬ 
entific data that can be used, after the fact , to support 
either Total Evolutionism, or Total Creationism. 

Again, modern teachers seeking to preserve the in¬ 
tegrity of a pluralistic educational curriculum should 
understand that there is no “science” of creative acts 
that are accepted by Total Creationists; and likewise, 
there is no “science” of unnatural changes that are ac¬ 
cepted by Total Evolutionists. Yet significant amounts 
of objective, scientific data, as listed, can be used to 
support either of these two main contrasting view¬ 
points about first origin questions. 
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Abstract 

The problems of those cosmologies that assume a structureless initial state of the universe seem to make struc¬ 
tured-origin models more promising and attractive. 


Introduction 

Since A. Penzias and R. Wilson discovered cosmic 
microwave background radiation in 1965, and even 
more so since S. Weinberg wrote his famous book 
The First Three Minutes in 1977, ‘cosmology' has be¬ 
come almost synonymous with ‘hot big-bang theory.' 
The so-called ‘standard model' (or big bang) has forced 
all other concepts aside so that the proponents of other 
theories are hardly noticed. 

One of the most important characteristics of the big- 
bang model is that it assumes a structureless beginning 
of the universe: either from a singularity which as 
such cannot have any structure, or from a completely 
homogeneous fireball having the same temperature, 
density, and composition everywhere. This lack of 
structure of the assumed initial state makes the model 
beguilingly simple; but this also appears to be its fatal 
defect. 


* Hermann Schneider, Pb.D., Institut fur Hochenergiephysik der 
University Heidelberg, Germany. 


The Big-Bang Model 

The standard model is based on theoretical work by 
A. Einstein (1917), A. Friedmann (1922), and G. Le- 
maitre (1927) on the general theory of relativity. It 
takes into account the observation of E. P. Hubble and 
M. L. Humason (1927) that the redshift of spectral lines 
from distant galaxies is largely proportional to the dis¬ 
tances of these galaxies. Interpreting the redshifts as 
‘cosmological', i.e. as a consequence of the speed of 
recession due to an expansion of space, Hubble intro¬ 
duced the notion of a uniformly expanding universe. 
In 1948-49 G. Gamov, b 2 R. A. Alpher, and R. Her¬ 
man 3 set up the model of the primordial fireball or big 
bang. They predicted an electromagnetic background 
radiation having the spectrum of a black body with the 
temperature 5°K. A suitable microwave radiation of 
3°K was detected 15 years later. 

At first it was assumed that all chemical elements 
were created in the big bang. Later the theory had to 
be changed: only hydrogen, deuterium, helium, and 
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lithium were considered to stem from the primordial 
explosion. According to the model, galaxies formed 
in the first 10 9 years of the universe. The galactic mat¬ 
ter condensed and gave rise to stars. The heavier 
chemical elements ( 8 Be- 244 Pu) are believed to have 
been produced inside stars during their lifetime and 
in their explosion as supernova. The total age of the 
big-bang universe is estimated to be 10 to 20 billion 
years. 

THE TWO PROOFS OF BIG BANG 
The Redshift 

The observed redshifts fall into two ranges: AX/X 
(relative wavelength-shift) = z < 0.4 for galaxies and 
z < 4 for quasars. There are strong arguments that 
not all of the measured redshifts can be cosmological. 
There exist objects of very different redshifts which 
are physically associated in space: double stars, double 
galaxies, quasar and galaxy, double quasars, and triple 
quasars. G. Burbidge diagnoses: 4 

I believe that however much many astronomers 
wish to disregard the evidence by insisting that 
the statistical arguments are not very good, or by 
taking the approach that absence of understanding 
is an argument against the existence of the effect 
(of noncosmological redshift}, it is there and many 
basic ideas have to be revised. A revolution is 
upon us whether or not we like it. 

The nature of the noncosmological redshift is not yet 
clear; but even the cosmological component might be 
interpreted differently as aging’ of light, energy loss 
of photons in curved space, 5 or photon-photon colli¬ 
sions. Detailed investigation by J.F. Nicoll and I. E. 
Segal 6 for galaxies having z < 1/60 showed a quadratic 
dependence of redshift from distance instead of the 
linear Hubble law. The authors conclude: “The Hub¬ 
ble law lacks an objective statistical foundation.” 

The Microwave Background 

In 1948 Alpher and Herman 7 predicted the tempera¬ 
ture of the microwave background to be 5°K. Already 
in 1926 A. S. Eddington had prophesied 3.2°K for the 
temperature of a radiation emitted by interstellar dust 
(the measured temperature is 2.7°K). Other effects 
might be important, e.g. synchrotron radiation or ra¬ 
diation from the nuclei of galaxies. 

More recent measurements did not coincide with the 
spectrum expected by the big-bang cosmology. Hoyle 
notes: 9 

The latest data differ by so much from what theo¬ 
ry would suggest as to kill the big-bang cosmolo¬ 
gies. But now, because the scientific world is 
emotionally attracted to the big-bang cosmologies, 
the data is ignored. What was sauce for the 
steady-state goose is not sauce for the big-bang 
gander. 

Narlikar remarks: 10 

This energy density is not too different from the 
energy densities observed in other astrophysical 
phenomena in the universe, such as starlight, cos¬ 
mic rays, galactic magnetic fields and so on. Does 
this mean that the microwave background also is 
of astrophysical origin and not a relic of the big 
bang? 

The microwave background is not the only isotropic 
background radiation. There also exists an isotropic 
X-ray background. 11 These backgrounds cannot both 
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originate from a big bang. Since one of them came 
into being without the primordial fireball, the other 
one might have done so as well. 

The common belief that the steady-state cosmology 
cannot explain the microwave background is no longer 
true. Hoyle states: 12 

Earlier, when we tried in vain to explain the mi¬ 
crowave background, we had assumed a spherical 
shape for all particles involved in the computa¬ 
tions. But, if we suppose that the particles are 
needle-shaped we can explain the background ra¬ 
diation. 

Since the interpretation of redshift and microwave 
background is not free of problems and since non-big- 
bang explanations exist for these phenomena, calling 
them ‘the proofs of big bang’ is not well founded. 

Structureless Origin 

The concept of an unstructured initial state has been 
built into the big-bang model on the basis of phil¬ 
osophical (egalitarian) or mathematical (simplicity) 
predilections. The ‘cosmological principle’ postulates 
that no place and no direction in the universe be dis¬ 
tinguished from any other place or direction (homo¬ 
geneity and isotropy). 

If an initial state of extreme matter density is adopt¬ 
ed, homogeneity becomes imperative for avoiding the 
formation of black holes and the disappearance of mat¬ 
ter therein. The cosmological principle excludes initial 
electric or magnetic fields, electric currents, or rota¬ 
tions (angular momenta). 

It has been observed 13 that the larger a system one 
considers the larger is, on the average, its angular mo¬ 
mentum per mass (e.g. planetoid, planet, star, star clus¬ 
ter, galaxy, galaxy cluster, supercluster). This is exact¬ 
ly contrary to the prediction of the big-bang model. 

Notable cosmologists point out that the cosmological 
principle does not match the structure of the actual 
universe. G. de Vaucouleurs 14 emphasizes that the cos¬ 
mos has a hierarchical structure: stars being grouped 
into galaxies, galaxies into clusters of galaxies, clusters 
into super clusters, with indications of even higher 
levels. The largest structures, including giant voids, 
have dimensions of some percent of the observable 
universe. A map of a million galaxies shows quite 
clearly that one can tell one region of the universe 
from others even at very large scale. Alfven writes: 15 
“It is questioned whether the homogeneous four¬ 
dimensional big-bang model will survive in a universe 
of inhomogeneous three-dimensional structure.” 

In the structureless-origin models the formation of 
galaxies in the uniformly expanding gas is highly prob¬ 
lematic. Hoyle 16 remarks: 

Even though outward speeds are maintained in a 
free explosion, internal motions are not. Internal 
motions die away adiabatically, and the expanding 
system becomes inert, which is exactly why the 
big-bang cosmologies lead to a universe that is 
dead-and-done-with almost from the beginning. 
. . . The notion that galaxies form, to be followed 
by an active astronomical history, is an illusion. 
Nothing forms, the thing is as dead as a doornail. 

The Distribution of Chemical Elements 

According to the big-bang model, chemical elements 
heavier than lithium that are present outside stars (in 
planets, comets, meteorites, dust, or gas) and at the 
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surface of stars should have been set free by supernova 
explosions. One would, therefore, expect an enrich¬ 
ment of such heavy elements in supernova remnants 
(SN Rs). K. Davidson 17 searched for these chemicals in 
the best observable SN R, the Crab nebula, in the visi¬ 
ble and ultraviolet bands of the spectrum. He ascer¬ 
tained that the explosion produced no extra oxygen at 
all, likewise no carbon, and no other elements except 
helium. 

The big-bang theory teaches that the interstellar 
medium in a galaxy is constantly enriched in heavy 
elements. Therefore, stars that formed early in the 
galaxy’s lifetime (old stars) should have a small con¬ 
centration of heavy elements at their surface and vice 
versa for stars that formed late (young stars). This is 
contradicted by the fact that stars believed to be very 
young, like the Bo star x Scorpii, and stars considered 
to be very old, like the red giant e Virginis, and many 
other normal stars show the same chemical compo¬ 
sition. 

On the average there is one helium atom for every 
12 hydrogen atoms in the universe (27 percent by 
weight). Less than one percent of this helium could 
have been synthesized in stars during 10 10 years. 
Hence it is believed that this helium stems directly 
from the big bang. In this case it should be evenly dis¬ 
tributed in the universe. This model is seriously ques¬ 
tioned by the existence of some B stars 18 which have 
I ess than one percent of the average hel i um concentra¬ 
tion. A similar inconsistency is reported by V. Rubin: 19 
A stronomers were startl ed to I earn that the hot i n- 
tracluster gas (gas between the galaxies of a dus¬ 
ter}, identified by its X-ray emission, is not the 
pristine hydrogen and helium formed shortly after 
the Big Bang and left over after galaxy formation 
but is rich in heavy elements such as iron. 

These observations indicate that the chemical struc¬ 
ture of the universe is not what the big-bang cosmol¬ 
ogy predicts. 

The Inflationary Scenario 

When Weinberg popularized the standard model of 
big bang in 1977, he declared himself unable to ap¬ 
proach the zero of time by less than 10" 2 s. In 1980 
A. H. Guth introduced an accessory theory, called 'in¬ 
flation.' 20 His model describes the universe as far back 
as 10" 35 s and in later versions even to 10" 43 s. I nflation 
wasinvented in order to solve some of the problems of 
the standard model-problems which would have ren¬ 
dered the big bang completely implausible: 

a) The 'horizon problem': The standard model could 
not explain why the microwave background radiation 
received from opposite directions of the sky has the 
same intensity and spectrum. 

b) The 'flatness problem': The observed mass density 
of the universe differs from the 'critical density' (the 
density of uncurved space) by I ess than a factor of 100. 
This requires a fantastic fine-tuning of the mass den¬ 
sity at very early times. e.g. at 10" 35 s the relative de¬ 
viation from the critical mass density must have been 
smaller than 10" 49 . A slightly higher density would 
have led to recollapse after a very short time. A slight¬ 
ly lower density would have made the formation of 
galaxies still much more improbable than it already is 
i n the stand ard mod el. 


The inflation model postulates that the universe ex¬ 
panded its diameter exponentially in time during the 
first 10" 35 s from one pm to 0.1 m involving velocities 
much higher than the speed of light. A 'cosmological 
constant' A is invoked which had to take on a very 
large value giving rise to a repulsive gravitational 
force. After just the right infinitesimal time span A 
had to drop to zero. The concept of the cosmological 
constant, which lacks any experimental basis, goes 
back to Einstein, who considered it as "the biggest 
blunder of his life." The inflation model is based on 
a family of very speculative theories in elementary par¬ 
ticle physics, called 'Grand Unified Theories' (GUTs). 
GUTs are an attempt to unify the electro-weak and 
the strong interactions. Involving over twenty free 
parameters, GUTs are rather unspecific; nevertheless 
they make three predictions: a) The proton must 
decay with a half-life of lCr-lO 33 years, b) There must 
be magnetic monopoles 10 16 times as massive as the 
proton, c) Neutrinos must have nonvanishing rest 
mass. 

In spite of great efforts, none of these predictions 
could be verified experimentally up to now. There is 
in fact little reason for believing in GUTs. Should 
GUTs be correct, there may still be no inflation; but 
if GUTs are wrong, there is no basis for inflation. 

Inflation can at best make the standard model some¬ 
what more plausible; but it can never explain the ori¬ 
gin of the universe. For that purpose a still higher and 
more powerful theory is called for, which usually goes 
by the name 'quantum gravity.’ This nonexistent theo¬ 
ry is left with the task of explaining the many ad hoc 
parameters and processes postulated by GUTs. The 
mere existence of the inflationary scenario is a strong 
indication of the difficulties of unstructured-origin cos¬ 
mologies. 

Concepts of Structured Origin 

There exists a variety of proposed models differing 
in amount and detail of structure assumed as the initial 
conditions. C. W. Misner 21 advertised an expanding 
universe that oscillates irregularly between cigar-like 
and pancake like shapes. It is called 'mixmaster mod¬ 
el.' V. A. Ambartsumian 22 envisaged the formation of 
a galaxy as an individual elementary process, which is 



Figure 1. 210 Po radiohalos in mica. They were produced by a- 
partides from the decay of 210 Po in the center (E a = 5.31M eV, 
T=138d). 

Scale 235:1. Photomicrograph by R. V. Gentry, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory. 
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beyond the reach of present-day physics. H. Alfven 23 
announces a paradigm shift in cosmology. He stresses 
the importance of plasma physics for cosmology and 
he promotes an inhomogeneous 'fireworks model' of 
metagalactic evolution involving large-scale electric 
currents, electric double layers, filaments, and a cellu¬ 
lar structure of the cosmos. 



Figure 2. 214 Po radiohalos in mica. Outer ring from a-decay of 
214 Po (E a = 7.69MeV, T = 164ps), inner ring from a- decay 
of 210 Po (E a = 5.31MeV, T = 138d). 

Scale 235:1. Photomicrograph by R. V. Gentry, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory. 


Polonium Radiohalos 

A maximum of initial structure is assumed in a con¬ 
cept suggested by R. V. Gentry 24 on the basis of his 
investigations of polonium radiohalos in Precambrian 
granitic basement rocks from several continents. Ra¬ 
diohalos (pleochroic halos) are spherical discolorations 
of 10-100 pm diameter in transparent minerals (e.g. 
mica). They were produced by alpha particles emitted 
from a central grain—about one jam in size-consisting 
of radioactive material ( 238 U, 232 Th, 218 Po, . .). If the 
radioactive substance in the center runs through a 
chain of decay as e.g. 218 Po: 


218p 0 a 0 j3 214p G a I 3 0 210p o a 206 Pb 

3.05 min 164 fis 138 days <» half-lives 

middle ring outer ring inner ring (stable) 

3 rings 2 rings 1 ring 


there will be a concentric sphere (a ring in the micro¬ 
scopic view) of characteristic radius for each alpha- 
decay. Gentry found that in primary rocks there exist 
three types of polonium halos: 

a) Three-ringed halos which originally contained 218 Po 

b) Two-ringed halos that started from 214 Po 

c) One-ringed halos caused by 210 Po. 

Though thesepolonium isotopes are members of the 
decay chain of 238 U, the rings of the earlier five alpha- 
decays of the chain are missing and the centers do not 
contain any 238 U but only 206 Pb. Radiohalos are erased 
if they are exposed to temperatures above 300°C, 
which is far below the melting point of the minerals. 
In view of the extremely short half-lives especially of 
218 Po and 214 Po there has been no convincing explana¬ 
tion how any polonium atoms stemming from the ura¬ 
nium decay chain could have been isotope-separated 
and moved to the halo centers before they decayed— 


at temperatures where the mineral is solid. Hypotheti¬ 
cal long-lived isomer precursors of the polonium have 
been excluded by Gentry's measurements. Gentry con¬ 
cluded: 25 

Polonium halos, of which there are estimated to be 
more than 10 15 in the Earth's basement granitic 
rocks, represent evidence of extinct natural radio¬ 
activity, and thus imply only a brief period be¬ 
tween 'nucleosynthesis' and crystallisation of the 
host rocks. 

Such a concept does not appear to be compatible with 
common ideas about the origin of chemical elements 
and planetary systems. 

Conclusions 

G. Burbidge remarks: 26 

Probably the strongest argument against a big 
bang is that when we come to the universe i n total 
and the large number of complex condensed ob¬ 
jects in it, the theory is able to explain so little. 

R. Kippenhahn makes a significant point: 27 

Cosmologists do not like a solution in which the 
u n i verse d i d not exp I od e f rom a poi nt-l i ke state of 
infinite density but instead suddenly was there 
with finite density and obeyed the laws of physics. 
The reason for this bias may be simply that then 
by the same token as it came i nto bei ng the whole 
world might abruptly be off again. 

Such an argumentation reveals magical rather than sci¬ 
entific thinking. In the coming years there will be an 
enormous wealth of observational data gathered by 
space telescopes in the full range of the electromag¬ 
netic spectrum, by underground and undersea neutrino 
telescopes, by collectors of interstellar gas, and by 



Figure 3. 218 Po radiohalos in mica. Middle ring from 218 Po 
(E„ = 6.00MeV, T = 3.00min), outer ring from 214 Po (E„ = 
7.69MeV, T = 164ns) inner ring from 210 Po (E„ = 5.31MeV, 
T = 138d). 

Scale 235:1. Photomicrograph by R. V. Gentry, Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory. 
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other techniques. Alfven cautions: 28 “We should wait 
for further results from space research before we set 
up a new paradigm.” Narlikar writes: 29 

Astrophysicists of today who hold the view that 
‘the ultimate cosmological problem’ has been 
more or less solved may well be in for a few sur¬ 
prises before this century runs out. 

The concept of self-organization (evolution) encoun¬ 
ters similar problems in different fields of study—on 
the macroscopic and microscopic levels. What we ob¬ 
viously need is complexity, structure, information, and 
organization right from the beginning— for the universe 
as a whole as well as for a living system. 
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PROOF 
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Apparently false science,* 

Lately grown quite humorsome. 

Has proved my evolution 
By a Panda’s extra thumb. 

*1 Timothy 6:20 

After his first collection of essays, Ever Since Dar¬ 
win, Stephen Jay Gould has published another series 
of reflections in natural history entitled The Panda's 
Thumb (W. W. Norton, 1980). The purpose of the 
book is to prove evolution. 

Gould states that textbooks usually illustrate evolu¬ 
tion with examples of perfect design. But he admits 
that optimal design is better evidence for omnipotent 
creation than for ungodly evolution. He argues that 
oddities are the proof of evolution, because divine 
creation would not choose that method. 

“The proof of evolution,” Gould avers, “lies in im¬ 
perfections.” His first essay illustrates the point by 
using the example of a giant panda’s thumb. The pan¬ 
da strips leaves from bamboo by passing the stalks 
between his fingers and what resembles an opposable 
thumb. But only humans are supposed to have oppos¬ 
able thumbs! The explanation for this exception is that 
the panda has five digits, a true thumb, and a flexible, 
muscled, radial sesamoid. An abductor muscle pulls 
the radial sesamoid away from the true digits, and this 
serves as a somewhat opposable thumb. Gould con¬ 
tends that possibly a single mutation caused the evolu¬ 
tion. 

And so the traditional evolutionist uses examples of 
perfection to prove evolution. And Gould uses exam¬ 
ples of imperfection to prove evolution. In that . . . 
I find humor. Who says you can not have your cake 
and eat it too! 


* Phillip D. O’Hern, a religious poet, receives his mail at P.O. 
Box 650, Mobile, AL 36601. 


QUOTE 

. . . We do not solve social problems but rather create 
social monsters when man is treated first as an accident 
and then the particular man is denied his participation 
in his own being on the grounds that he is only an un¬ 
fortunate accident of nature. It takes no doctor of logic 
to conclude that if man is such a random being, it can 
be only a random force that man himself uses upon 
his fellows, even if the user is dignified by degree as 
a socioligist or psychiatrist. If the determinist’s 
premise is correct, then social or psychic manipula¬ 
tions may establish only a random order. Thus deter¬ 
minism entangles, mind hopelessly in contradiction. 

Montgomery, Marion. 1983. Imagination and the vio¬ 
lent assault upon virtue. Modern Age: A Quarterly 
Review, 27:124, 125. 
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PANORAMA OF SCIENCE 


Alteration of Behavior by Parasites — 

A Problem for Evolutionists 

In the popular science fiction movie "The Wrath of 
Kahn” (Paramount Pictures, 1982), secret information 
was forcibly extracted from Captain Terrell and Com¬ 
mander Chekov by the introduction of the parasitic 
young of a sand creature. This familiar literary device 
in science fiction of a parasite invading a host and al¬ 
tering its behavior has scientific credibility. Janice 
Moore recently described parasitic-induced behavioral 
changes that increased the chances of an intermediate 
host being eaten by the parasite's final host. 1 

A variety of parasitic worms require more than one 
host specie for development. Transmission from one 
host to the next often involves ingestion of the en¬ 
cysted parasite. Ingestion before the developing worm 
encysts results in its destruction. Failure to be in¬ 
gested at the proper time causes death. It is therefore 
obvious that the worm's survival requires ingestion by 
the right host at the proper time. Some species of par¬ 
asites increase their chance of being eaten by the right 
host by altering color or size of the present host. The 
Nematode Tetrameres americana reproduces in chick¬ 
ens, but has as its intermediate host grasshoppers. The 
larva encyst in the grasshopper’s leg muscles thus mak¬ 
ing them easier prey for chickens. 

The canine tapeworm Taenia multiceps requires ru¬ 
minants, such as sheep, as an intermediate host. The 
parasite invades the sheep’s central nervous system and 
causes the infected sheep to stagger in circles, increas¬ 
ing predation by wolves, coyotes, and wild dogs. 

The lancet fluke, Dicrocoelium dendriticum , ma¬ 
tures in sheep but has ants as an intermediate host. 
Here is an interesting problem. How does the parasite 
inside an ant get eaten by a grass-eating sheep? When 
the ant is invaded by a group of worms, one invades 
the subesophageal ganglion causing the ant to climb 
to the top of a blade of grass and grasp it with its man¬ 
dibles. It clings there and thus greatly increases the 
chances of being eaten by a grazing sheep, thus assur¬ 
ing the perpetuation of the species. 

One group of parasites, the thorny-headed worms, 
Phylum acanthocephala , induce specific behavioral 
changes without damaging either the muscular or nerv¬ 
ous tissue of the host. Of the nearly 1,200 species, the 
complete life cycle of only a few species are known. 
They live and reproduce as adults in the small intes¬ 
tines of vertebrates, especially birds and fish. The 
excreted eggs are eaten by arthropods such as insects 
or crustaceans. The life cycle is completed when the 
intermediate host is eaten by the appropriate verte¬ 
brate. 

Some acanthocephalan species inhabit ducks and 
have aquatic crustacans such as amphipods as inter¬ 
mediate hosts. To insure ingestion by ducks, the para¬ 
site alters amphipod behavior in two distinct ways. 
First, the normally negative phototropic response of 
the amphipod is reversed. They seek lighted surface 
water. Second, instead of burrowing in the mud, in¬ 
fected amphipods cling to floating vegetation. Both 


behavioral alterations greatly increase the chances of 
infected amphipods being eaten by ducks. 

Another acanthocephalan worm matures in starlings 
and has as an intermediate host the common pill bug 
crustacan. In some areas, 40 percent of starlings are 
infected. This is of particular interest because pill bugs 
are fed infrequently to nestlings (one every 10 hours) 
and only 0.4 percent of the pill bugs are infected. The 
parasite alters pill bug behavior in three important 
ways. Non-infected pill bugs prefer to rest in areas 
of high humidity; infected pill bugs move to dryer 
areas increasing their chance of being eaten by a bird. 
Non-infected pill bugs rest under some cover; infected 
pill bugs avoid cover. Finally, infected pill bugs prefer 
light background while non-infected pill bugs prefer 
dark background. Dark pill bugs on light background 
are easy prey for birds. 

Alteration of behavior by parasites to enhance the 
chances of their host being eaten by the right predator 
at the proper time is an excellent example of design 
in nature. It is a perplexing problem for the evolution¬ 
ist because to be adaptive, the altered behavior must 
be fully operational. No doubt there are hundreds of 
ways behavior could be altered, all but one of which 
would reduce the chances of predation by the proper 
host at the proper time and thus lead to extinction of 
the parasite. From the complex morphology, physiol¬ 
ogy and behavior of even the lowly worms, evidence of 
design abound. "Thou art worthy O Lord to receive 
glory and honor and power, for thou hast created all 
things and for thy pleasure they are and were created 
(Rev. 4:11)” 
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Ostrich Feathers and Horse Feathers 

A recent item in Nature has continued the argument, 
that the ratites, the flightless birds such as ostriches, 
are not descended from the carinates, the more ordi¬ 
nary birds. 1 Here the argument centers on the features 
of the tarsus, and how they develop. It was suggested 
before that the ostriches and such birds are descended 
from some kind of dinosaur; and the author appears 
to consider that a worthwhile hypothesis, although he 
does not make it part of his thesis. 

Is this not one of these theories, appearing in in¬ 
creasing numbers nowadays, with which a creationist 
can partially agree? For we agree that the ostriches 
are likely not descended from other birds. But, we 
should add, neither are they descended from dinosaurs. 
They were created as themselves. It is easy to see the 
difficulty with a separate descent for some birds by 
evolution. For that would mean that some of the pe¬ 
culiar features of birds would have had to evolve twice. 
For instance ostrich feathers seem to be much like 
those of other birds, except that for a flightless bird 
the provision for locking the vanes together is not 
needed. While it is sometimes said that feathers de- 
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veloped from the scales of reptiles, there has never 
been any convincing statement in detail as to how it 
could have happened once. Is one to believe, then, 
that it happened twice? No, the proper response to a 
claim that ostrich—or any other—feathers developed 
from scales is: “Horse feathers!” 

As for the argument, on grounds of features of the 
skeleton, that ostriches descended from dinosaurs, 
proves nothing. For the mechanical problems encoun¬ 
tered in a large bird would not be too different from 
those encountered by a fairly large dinosaur which 
walked on two legs. Hence it would not be at all sur¬ 
prising that the Creator solved both problems in simi¬ 
lar ways. 
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Contributed by Harold Armstrong 

QUOTE 

. . . Naturalistic evolution can sustain neither the uni¬ 
versal nor the permanent dignity of man. 

Henry, Carl F. H. 1984. The crisis in modern learn¬ 
ing in The Christian vision: man in society, Lynne 
Morris, editor. The Hillsdale College Press, Hillsdale, 
MI, p. 9. 


The "Missing Mass" Between Galaxies: 

An Inescapable Problem for an Old Universe 

Creationists (for example Slusher 1 ) have shown that 
there is insufficient mass for galaxies to hold gravita¬ 
tionally together over billions of years. Evolutionary 
astronomers have sought to explain away this difficulty 
by postulating some hidden sources of mass, but such 
rationalizations are failures. Rizzo 2 wrote: 

Another mystery concerns the problem of the in¬ 
visible missing mass in clusters of galaxies. The 
author evaluates explanations based on black 
holes, neutrinos, and inaccurate measurements and 
concludes that this remains one of the most in¬ 
triguing mysteries in astronomy. (Italics added) 

The obvious solution is that there really is no hidden 
mass, galaxies cannot hold together for billions of 
years, and that galaxies have not been in existence long 
enough to fly apart. 
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ICE AGES: THE MYSTERY SOLVED? 

PART II: THE MANIPULATION OF DEEP-SEA CORES 

Michael J. Oard* 
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Abstract 

This part discusses the basis for the modern revival of the astronomical theory of the ice ages, namely sta¬ 
tistical correlations with oxygen isotope fluctuations in deep-sea cores. The analysis of oxygen isotopes and the 
dating methods for cores are subject to many assumptions , variables , unknowns and problems to objectively re¬ 
late cores to the astronomical theory. 


A) Introduction 

Part I of this article presented a brief historical 
sketch of the astronomical theory of the ice ages. It 
was shown that long-term orbital variations in radia¬ 
tion are too small to cause ice ages, and that any uni- 
formitarian ice age scheme is practically impossible. 
Climate simulations supporting the theory actually 
have many serious problems, namely unrealistic pa- 
rameterizations that make them highly sensitive to 
slight changes in radiation. If this is true, then why 
have most earth scientists accepted it during the past 
10 years? The reason is because of statistical relation¬ 
ships with deep-sea cores. During the time when most 
paleoclimatologists were skeptical of the Milankovitch 
theory, there were several influential believers trying 
to prove it by various means. After the Second World 


^Michael J. Oard, M.S., receives bis mail at 3600 Seventh Ave¬ 
nue, South, Great Falls, MT 59405. 


War interest in and exploration of the deep sea was 
intensified, from which came new technology to sam¬ 
ple the sediments of the ocean bottom. Thousands of 
these cores have now been collected and stored at 
various oceanographic institutions. Downcore time 
series (the change in a variable with time) of climate 
sensitive parameters were derived from the cores and 
then correlated with the astronomical theory. The best 
parameter employed is the change in the abundance 
of oxygen isotopes of foraminifera microfossils. How¬ 
ever, before oxygen isotopes could be related to the 
Milankovitch theory, accurate dates for the cores were 
needed. This was provided mainly by index micro¬ 
fossils, radiocarbon, uranium series disequilibrium, and 
paleomagnetic stratigraphy. The time series was anal¬ 
yzed for its predominate cycles by power spectrum 
analysis. However there are too many assumptions, 
variables, unknowns and problems in the above pro¬ 
cedure to objectively relate oxygen isotope fluctuations 
to the astronomical theory of the ice ages. 
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B) Oxygen Isotope Analysis of Deep-Sea Cores 
1) THE PROCEDURE 

Many geophysical and biological variables have 
been measured down deep-sea cores. Several of the 
more important variables are changes in CaCO^, cer¬ 
tain microfossil changes, and changes in oxygen iso¬ 
topes. The first two and others not mentioned are not 
globally synchronous, a needed condition to establish 
a link with orbital variations. There are also many 
problems in attempting to relate them to the Milan- 
kovitch mechanism. 1 Referring to variables other than 
oxygen isotopes, Hays and Morley state: 

On the other hand there is no a priori reason to 
believe that the frequency distribution of other 
geochemical or paleontological parameters in 
widely separated deep-sea cores should have a 
common frequency distribution. . . These results 
suggest that the frequency distribution of other 
geochemical and paleontological parameters may 
vary regionally, and provide a record of local or 
regional climatic changes. 2 

Oxygen isotopes have been found to be globally syn¬ 
chronous and to correlate with the astronomical theory 
of the ice ages. 

Oxygen has three stable isotopes with approximate 
abundances of 16 0 = 99.76%, 17 0 = 0.04%, and ls O = 
0.21%. The percent of 17 0 is too low to be practically 
used. The amount of 18 0 is very small, and in practice 
the ratio, 18 0/ 16 0, measured in parts per thousand or 
per mil (°/oo) is used. The ratio, called a delta value 
is compared to a laboratory standard by the following 
equation: 3 


8 18 0 = 


ISQ/ISQ _ 18 Q/ 16 Q standard 
18 0/ 16 0standard 


There are many standards that have been developed 1 
since Harold Urey and his colleagues at the University 
of Chicago developed the idea. Negative values of 
8 ls O mean the sample is enriched in 16 0 above the 
standard, while positive values indicate more ls O than 
the standard. 

Oxygen isotopes are measured in the shells or tests 
of microfossils in deep-sea cores. The main microfossil 
group is the foraminifera, a one-celled organism com¬ 
monly found at most depths of the ocean. 5 The shell 
consists of one or several chambers mostly less than 
one millimeter across and connected by an opening or 
two (foramen). Species that live near or on the bottom 
are called benthonic or benthic foraminifera and have 
short geographical ranges, which make them less use¬ 
ful for correlating. 6 Those that inhabit the surface 
(sometimes far from the surface) are called pelagic or 
planktonic foraminifera. Their shells make up a sig¬ 
nificant proportion of the sediment on the ocean bot¬ 
tom. Foraminifera are commonly used as index fossils 
throughout the Phanerozoic. They have been well 
studied, but there is a “species problem” in their classi¬ 
fication because they have been “over-split by zealous 
taxonomists.” 7 After all the study “Little is known 
about the biology and ecology of the living organ¬ 
isms,” 8 which places severe constraints on the inter¬ 
pretation of oxygen isotopes from their shells. Ap¬ 
proximately 30 species of planktonic foraminifera 9 and 
a lesser number of benthonic species are useful for 
Pleistocene paleoclimatological analysis. 


8 18 0 is measured down a deep-sea core usually at 
10 cm intervals. The resulting curve is usually sinus¬ 
oidal in shape with the lower frequencies the most 
energetic, like many other geophysical time series. 10 
^Figure 1 is one of the most used 8 18 0 plots from core 
V28-238 (the 238th core on the 28th cruise of the La- 
mont-Doherty Geological Observatory ship Verna). 11 ’ 12 
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Figure 1. Oxygen isotope variations in core V28-238 from the 
Solomon Plateau (3120 meters depth), Pacific Ocean. Mag¬ 
netic declination of core is shown at right. 

This core was taken from the Equatorial Western Pa¬ 
cific in 3120 meters of water. The oxygen isotope 
variations are quite small. Note that the oxygen iso¬ 
tope ratio was multiplied by 1000 in (1). The range 
of variation in 8 ls O during the Pleistocene in Atlantic 
cores is about 21 °/ 0 o, while in Pacific cores, it is about 
1.1 % 0 . 13 ’ 14 These slight variations are caused by 
many geophysical and biological variables. From ex¬ 
periments on corals, two main parameters were iso¬ 
lated. The relationship is expressed by the following 
equation: 15 

T = 16.9 - 4.2(S 18 O s - 8 18 O w ) + 

0.14(8 18 O s - S 18 O w ) 2 (2) 

where T is the temperature in degrees Celsius of the 
water at which shell secretion occurs, 8 18 O s is the 
measured delta value of the sample, and 8 18 O w is the 
delta value of the water. 

2) COMPLEX LABORATORY TECHNIQUES 
The procedure for measuring 8 18 O s of foraminifera 
shells in the laboratory is a very complex task with 
many inter-laboratory variations and much room for 
error. The sample must first be cleaned of organic 
matter and other contaminants. Different cleaning 
methods give slightly different results, which also de¬ 
pend upon the particular sample and the amount of 
impurities. 16 The sample is crushed lightly and usually 
only certain sizes are analyzed since different sizes 
have been found to give different 8 18 O s values, al¬ 
though this may be due to the variable procedures. 17 
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In the cleaning process the samples are washed and 
dried at least twice. Usually the sample is roasted at 
about 450°C. Then, C0 2 gas must be extracted from 
the shell. This is usually done with phosphoric acid, 
but only two-thirds of the oxygen is released. The re¬ 
action must take place at low pressure, and the C0 2 
must not come in contact with water. The oxygen iso¬ 
topes in the C0 2 are measured in a mass spectrometer. 
Care must be taken during this phase to insure that 
molecules or radicals with the same mass as C0 2 are 
not formed within the spectrometer chamber. 18 The 
analytical precision of 8 18 O s measurements is about 
0.2 % 0 , 19 although this figure has varied. After much 
trial and error in developing the method (while at the 
same time 8 18 O s results were being published), a 12 
step procedure is normally followed today, the difficul¬ 
ty of which is taken for granted by users. 20 


3) VERY DIFFICULT INTERPRETATION 
OF 8 18 O s 

a) Introduction 


After 8 18 O s measurements down a core are plotted, 
the curve needs to be interpreted, which is usually ac¬ 
cording to (2). However, this is not easy and there are 
many serious problems of interpretation: “. . . these 
data are subject to problems of interpretation, which 
are only gradually being cleared up . . .” 21 Duplessy 
confirms this: “However a precise interpretation of 
these fluctuations is still a matter of controversy.” 22 In 
a recent book on marine geology, Kennett repeats: 
“However, because of the various constraints imposed 
by the method, a precise interpretation of these fluc¬ 


tuations is still controversial.” 23 Most of these con¬ 


straints, assumptions, and problems will be investi¬ 
gated further in this section. It will be shown that it 
is very difficult, if not impossible, to know if the 8 18 O s 
curve accurately records paleoclimatic fluctuations 
over time which can be related to the astronomical 


theory of the ice ages. 


b) A Missing Relationship 

The most obvious problem in the interpretation of 
8 18 O s during the Pleistocene is that (2) has two un¬ 
knowns: the paleotemperature, T, and the 8 18 O w of 
the ocean water in the past and cannot be solved. An¬ 
other relationship or equation in the form T — 
C(S 18 O w ), where C is a constant, is needed in order 
to accurately decipher the meaning of 8 18 O s . Paleo- 
climatologists have actively searched for the value 
of C for over 20 years, and considerable controversy 
has resulted. 24 Recently, a compromise has been work¬ 
ed out. Over 20 years ago, Emiliani believed that C 
was equal to about three, so that 8 18 O s cycles were 
primarily due to the paleotemperature of the ocean, 
which fluctuated during the Pleistocene. 25 ’ 20 How¬ 
ever, in the mid and late 1960’s many disagreed with 
him. They believed that C should be about O.3. 27 ’ 28 
They related 8 18 O w to the volume of ice stored in the 
Pleistocene ice sheets during glacial/interglacial cycles 
because ls O is heavier and does not evaporate as easily 
as 16 0. Thus the isotopes are fractionated, the amount 
depending upon the temperature. Consequently, ice 
will be enriched in le O at the expense of the ocean, 
which will have a greater amount of ls O. Based on 
theoretical assumptions of past ice sheet thickness and 
the 8 18 0 of the ice, they were able to convince most 


scientists that past ocean temperatures contributed lit¬ 
tle to (2). 29 They drew further support from 8 18 O s 
measurements on benthonic foraminifera by assuming 
that the deep ocean has maintained its constant cold 
temperature throughout the Pleistocene. By relating 
S 18 O s to ice volume, they have a more direct relation¬ 
ship to ice age fluctuations and to Milankovitch radia¬ 
tion cycles. 

No matter what the value of C, it is based upon 
shaky uniformitarian assumptions. For instance, the 
assumption of a known ice sheet thickness for the 
Pleistocene ice ages is poor because it is really not 
known or else depends upon analogs from the present 
ice sheets. In discussing sea level lowering during a 
glacial phase, which is proportional to ice sheet thick¬ 
ness, Erickson and Wollin state: “The estimates vary 
because one can only guess how thick ice sheets were 
. . .” 30 Bloom says: “Unfortunately, few facts about its 
thickness are known . . . we must turn to analogy and 
theory . . ” 31 It should not be too surprising that Pleis¬ 
tocene ice sheets are believed to be the same thickness 
as those existing now. There is a degree of circular 
reasoning relating sea level lowering to ice sheet thick¬ 
ness, since each has been used to support the other. 
A recent article in Science claims that the sea level 
data near the maximum of the last ice age is faulty. 
New measurements on “non-movable” ancient sea level 
indicators revealed that sea level at that time was 54 
percent higher than previous estimates. This implies 
“. . . that substantially less ice was present from 17,000 
to 10,000 years B.P.” 32 This new result shows how far 
off estimates of C can be based on the assumption of 
past ice sheet thickness. (This also adds support to the 
authors model of a thinner ice sheet. 33 ’ 34 ) 

The assumption that the 8 18 0 of past ice sheets can 
be known from present measurements on mid and high 
latitude precipitation from polar ice, on carbonate sedi¬ 
ments from lakes, etc. is also very poor. There are 
many complex, interacting variables that intervene. 
8 ls O of water vapor, which enters into the measure¬ 
ments of all the above quantities, varies considerably 
with latitude, ranging from —11 0 / 00 in the warm sub¬ 
tropics to —50 °/ 00 in the cold polar regions. 35 Water 
vapor can be transported great distances before con¬ 
densation, and even clouds can move significant dis¬ 
tances before precipitating. Besides, there is a large 
seasonal difference in the 8 ls O of water vapor at high 
latitude by as much as 25 °/oo- 36 Other variables in¬ 
clude the distance from open water at high latitude, 
the temperature and height of vapor condensation, the 
strength of the wind, and the number of vapor evapo¬ 
ration-condensation cycles. Consequently, the uni¬ 
formitarian principle indicates that the average S ls O 
of the past ice sheets is unknown. Siegenthaler and 
Oeschger say: 

However, the meteorological processes determin¬ 
ing the stable isotopic composition of precipitation 
are complex and only partly understood, so that a 
quantitative interpretation of ancient isotope ra¬ 
tios in precipitation as recorded in polar ice or in 
carbonate sediments from lakes, has not yet been 
possible. 31 (emphasis mine) 

Even the assumption that the deep ocean has re¬ 
mained at a constant temperature in the past, so that 
8 18 O s can be directly related to 8 18 O w in (2), is ques- 
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tionable. 38 The temperature of bottom water depends 
mostly upon atmospheric conditions at higher latitude, 
which can change slightly in the present climate, and 
especially so during or after an ice age climate. A re¬ 
cent measurement of the temperature near the bottom 
of the North Atlantic showed that it changed 0.15°C 
in nine years. 39 This is a small but significant change, 
and surprised oceanographers. If the deep ocean can 
change this much in a short time, it can possibly 
change several degrees in a longer time. Even a small 
change in temperature can greatly affect the oxygen 
isotope ratio in benthonic foraminifera, since a 1°C 
temperature change will alter 8 18 O s by about 0.3 °/oo- 40 
This does not leave much room for error from a con¬ 
stant temperature assumption in view of the small 
range of 8 18 O s variation during the Pleistocene. Be¬ 
sides, 8 18 O s of benthonic foraminifera are vulnerable 
to variables other than temperature and S 18 O w : 

Clearly, however, ice volume cannot be read di¬ 
rectly from the benthonic signals (as has been 
variously proposed), because of: (1) differences in 
amplitudes between species; (2) existence of tran¬ 
sient events throughout deglaciation and the Ho¬ 
locene; (3) mixing effects; and (4) intra-species 
variations in 8 I8 0. 41 (emphasis mine) 

More will be said on these problems later. Conse¬ 
quently, the assumption that the temperature can be 
held constant in the deep ocean and that 8 18 O s is re¬ 
lated only to 8 18 O w is poor. In summary, the poor as¬ 
sumptions that have determined the value of C make 
the relationship between paleotemperature and 8 18 O w 
unknown, so that (2) remains unsolved. 

c) Many Other Variables 

Some researchers argue that it does not matter what 
value of C is used because both T and 8 18 O w in equa¬ 
tion (2) are sensitive to ice age cycles. 42 Whether this 
is true or not, modern knowledge of oceanography and 
marine biology show that many other variables, which 
are unknown or poorly understood, can influence 
8 18 O s in the shells of foraminifera. These variables 
often are related to S 18 O w or T or both. Applying the 
principle of uniformitarianism makes it very difficult 
to know whether downcore oscillations of 8 18 O s are not 
just fluctuations of one or more of these variables, un¬ 
related or poorly related to paleoclimate. 

One of the main variables affecting the temperature 
and 8 18 O w at CaC0 3 secretion is the paleodepth. In 
the present tropical and subtropical ocean, the upper 
layer of water is warm and varies seasonally, but a 
little below the surface, the temperature decreases 
markedly with depth. The depth of most rapid decline 
is called the thermocline and its depth and rate of 
change vary from place to place. Below the thermo¬ 
cline the temperature falls more gradually to the near¬ 
freezing temperature of the deep ocean. Figure 2 
shows the thermocline for the Eastern Equatorial Pa¬ 
cific off Panama, which is one of the most shallow and 
steep in the ocean. 43 The upper 100 meters decreases 
a total of 15°C, but between 25 and 37.5 meters, the 
defined thermocline as indicated by dashed lines in 
Figure 2, the rate of change is 0.5°C/meter. 44 Since 
the oxygen isotope ratio is very sensitive to tempera¬ 
ture, the depth habitat of foraminifera during their life 
cycle must be known, not only for the present, but 
also for the past, and both can be different. 
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Figure 2. The depth-temperature profile of the Panama Basin 

in the Eastern Equatorial Pacific. 

It has been assumed that each species of foramini¬ 
fera inhabits a certain average depth and that most 
CaC0 3 secretion occurs within narrow limits in the top 
150 meters of water, which is the nutrient-rich zone. 
This is generally true from plankton tow results. How¬ 
ever, there are significant exceptions. 45 ’ 46 Since 8 18 O s 
is very temperature sensitive and the temperature 
changes so rapidly with depth within the top 150 
meters, very precise knowledge of the depth of shell 
formation is needed. However, “Very little is known 
about the vertical distribution and abundance of plank¬ 
tonic foraminifera and how species abundance vary 
vertically throughout the year and during their life 
span/' 47 It has been found from plankton tows that 
foraminifera often have large vertical ranges. 48-50 One 
species of pelagic foraminifera has been observed to 
range over 2000 meters: “However, living specimens 
have been found not only near the surface but also as 
deep as 1500-2000m ... we cannot be certain of the 
real depth at which the test was secreted.” 51 Another 
species was observed to descend 170 meters/day for 
4 days. 52 At least part of the test secretion for many 
species takes place in the thermocline. 53 In a study of 
the Eastern Equatorial Pacific, foraminifera were most 
abundant in the high nutrient thermocline (Figure 2). 
A species secreting CaC0 3 at the top of this thermo¬ 
cline would have a 8 18 O s 1.8 °/oo lighter than the same 
species 12.5 meters deeper. Since the range of 8 18 O s 
variation during the Pleistocene in the Pacific is about 
1.1 °/oo, and the depth of test secretion is unknown, 54 
it is impossible to objectively interpret downcore 8 18 O s 
fluctuations. Oxygen isotope cycles may only reflect 
systematic long term changes in the depth habitat of 
foraminifera. 

In addition to the depth habitat problem, there are 
also seasonal differences in temperature and species 
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abundances in near surface waters of temperate re¬ 
gions. Some species probably migrate vertically with 
the seasons to maintain a more-or-less constant tem¬ 
perature, but this may be due to salinity or density 
changes, which are related to surface evaporation/ 
precipitation changes. 55 ’ 56 For those species that do 
not migrate, the seasonal change in surface water tem¬ 
peratures as well as 8 18 O w will greatly affect the oxy¬ 
gen isotope ratio. For instance, the seasonal change of 
8 18 O s of the near-surface foraminifera near Bermuda 
is 1.6 % 0 . 57 Since abundant foraminifera blooms occur 
at different times of the year, the seasonal temperature 
change will cause large 8 18 O s variations in different 
species, or possibly even in the same species. 58 ’ 59 A 
systematic long term change in the timing of these 
blooms would cause 8 18 O s oscillations in that species 
in the sediments below. 

There are many other biological or ecological vari¬ 
ables that can affect 8 18 O s in foraminifera shells pos¬ 
sibly through interaction with the variables already 
discussed. There is a difference in 8 18 O s of the same 
species in different oceans. 60 ’ 61 The supply of dis¬ 
solved oxygen and the nutrients in the water, which 
vary with time, are important factors. There seems to 
be a life cycle or age effect on 8 18 O s , 62 ’ 64 possibly 
related to depth, although some have not found this re¬ 
lationship. 65 “An important consideration is that plank¬ 
tonic foraminiferal shells reflect a range of hydro- 
graphic conditions depending on their life-spans, depth 
habitat preferences, and vertical migration.” 66 These 
many variables add further constraints to the already 
difficult interpretation of 8 18 O s . 

Sensitive thermal observations of the ocean surface 
by environmental satellites adds another twist to the 
meaning of 8 18 O s fluctuations in deep-sea cores. Ed¬ 
dies of rapidly circulating water have been observed 
to break off the edge of the Gulf Stream. These eddies 
are called warm or cold core rings depending upon the 
temperature inside the ring compared to the normal 
water temperature. They can last over a year with a 
size from 125 to 200 kilometers in diameter, and have 
temperatures as much as 9°C different than the envi¬ 
ronmental water. 67 Consequently, organisms that do 
not normally live in a particular area or do not reflect 
the normal water temperature thrive for awhile until 
the ring dissappears. It has been estimated that 50-75 
percent of the shells falling on the sea floor of the 
Northern Sargasso Sea are from cold core rings, which 
occupy between six and 13 percent of the surface. 68 
Rings are found in other strong ocean currents as well. 
Besides giving a different environmental signal than 
the normal near-surface water, these rings will cause 
foraminifera of different 8 18 O s to become mixed to¬ 
gether in the sediment, thus adding to the variability 
of the measurements. 

8 18 O w has generally been assumed constant in the 
ocean at any one time and to depend mainly on ice 
volume and the mixing time of the oceans. 8 18 O w of 
the top layer of water depends upon the evaporation/ 
precipitation ratio, which varies seasonally and possi¬ 
bly over many years due to slow climatic changes. 
8 18 O w averages close to zero near the equator, but 
ranges from +1 0 / O o in the tropical and subtropical 
evaporation belt to —1 °/ {)0 in the higher latitudes. 
There are also longitudinal differences, especially in 


the mid latitudes. These differences can cause signifi¬ 
cant effects on 8 18 O s of foraminifera tests. It is also 
possible that cyclical changes in 8 18 O s with depth in 
the sediments are influenced by long term changes 
in the evaporation/precipitation ratio due to climate 
change. 

In the uniformitarian scheme of repeated ice ages, 
the top layer of ocean water would be greatly influ¬ 
enced by variable amounts of glacial meltwater. Al¬ 
though, the value of 8 18 O w of this water can never be 
known, it may be as much as 30 to 50 °/ 0 o lower than 
the normal ocean water. The greatest difference would 
be near the mouth of major rivers that drained the 
melting ice sheets, but its influence may be felt for 
long distances out in the ocean, depending upon many 
unknown factors. One of the main variables is the 
density of the meltwater, which because of its very 
low salinity may float long distances before mixing. 
However, if the water is much colder than the normal 
water, it may be dense enough to sink and mix imme¬ 
diately. The amount of meltwater, which would main¬ 
ly be added in summer, would depend also upon 
whether the ice sheet is building or melting. The high¬ 
er latitudes would be greatly affected while the lower 
latitudes would be least. Consequently, the unknown 
effect of glacial meltwater is another possible source 
of error. 

As previously discussed, the deep ocean water is not 
immune from long term changes. There are factors 
that can even affect S 18 O w at this depth which would 
influence 8 18 O s in benthonic foraminifera. From the 
uniformitarian viewpoint, Sachs admits that paleotem- 
perature cannot be measured by assuming 8 18 O w con¬ 
stant: 

Given factors like the possible changes in glacial 
water mass distribution . . . and present uncertain¬ 
ties about glacial climatology and evaporation/ 
precipitation patterns there are more variables 
than relationships, so that isotopic paleotempera- 
ture estimates from benthonic faunas seem pre¬ 
mature. 69 

Another variable, over-looked until recently, may 
significantly affect 8 18 O w with time. Research has 
shown that ocean water percolates into the earth’s 
crust, is heated and released again into the ocean. In 
this process there is an exchange of oxygen between 
the sea water and the crust, which has a much different 
average 8 ls O. Some researchers believe this effect is 
large enough to control the 8 18 O w of the entire ocean 
with time: “. . . Muehlenbachs believes that the ex¬ 
change of oxygen between sea water and the crust is 
so extensive that it controls the oxygen isotope com¬ 
position of the ocean over geological time.” 70 If this 
is true, or even partially true, it seems that the inter¬ 
pretation of 8 18 O s from (2) for this process alone would 
be impossible for the past. 

d) Disequilibrium and the Vital Effect 

In addition to all the above problems, another seri¬ 
ous problem has emerged that by itself throws the 
interpretation of 8 18 O s into confusion. When the three 
variables in (2) have been measured experimentally or 
in the present ocean, it was found that the temperature 
derived from the equation after measuring 8 18 O s and 
8 18 O w did not match the actual water temperature: 
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However, isotopic temperatures calculated for liv¬ 
ing pianktonic foraminifera that were collected by 
plankton net tows were almost always significantly 
higher than those observed in the water in which 
they were collected. 71 (emphasis mine) 

The same also applies to most benthonic foramini¬ 
fera. 72,73 Therefore, foraminifera do not form CaC0 3 
according to (2) and are said to be out of equilibrium. 
"These observations conflict with the isotopic equilib¬ 
rium assumption of the stable-isotope palaeoceano- 
graphic method, and can impose severe limitations on 
the interpretation of stable isotope data." 74 

The amount of disequilibrium varies considerably. 
Shallow water benthonic foraminifera have been found 
2.03.0 7 oo lighter while planktonic foraminifera are 
commonly 0.5-1.5 7 00 lighter. 75 Two of the most com¬ 
mon planktonic foraminifera used in paleodimatic re¬ 
search, Globigerinoides ruber and G. sacculifer are 
measured 0.6 7 00 lighter. 76 Some specialists have 
found evidence that each species deviates from equi¬ 
librium by a constant amount, so that a simple correc¬ 
tion for each species is all that is needed. 77 However, 
this species-specific difference in 618 O s is "still a funda¬ 
mental problem in marine geology." 78 The species- 
specific correction factor likely cannot be objectively 
applied. Vincent and others state: 

"... the ranges of variation within individual spe¬ 
cies and of isotopic differences between species 
are the same order of magnitude as isotopic 
changes commonly recorded in Pleistocene sedi¬ 
ments. Thus, our results impose limits on the sig¬ 
nificance of downcore isotope records based on 
single-species analyses, especially if small samples 
with few specimens are used. 79 (emphasis mine) 
Similar problems occur with mixtures of different spe¬ 
cies with different average 6 18 O s si nee the results will 
depend among other things upon the species frequency 
distribution. 80 Consequently, disequilibrium causes se¬ 
vere difficulties of interpreting 6 18 O s measurements. 

Scientists are actively searching for the cause of the 
disequilibrium and several mechanisms have been dis¬ 
covered. Some of the variables already discussed may 
be part of the problem. Other factors indudeforamini- 
fera size, fertility differences, ecological stress, and the 
vital effect. 81,82 The "vital effect" is caused by meta¬ 
bolic oxygen, which is 10 7 00 lighter, 83 being mixed 
into the shell. This seems likely, but the mechanism 
is poorly understood. Photosynthesis from symbiotic 
algae in the photic zone (the upper 100-150 meters) has 
been suggested as a good possibility. 84,85 In other 
cases, symbiotic algae have been ruled out. Besides 
photosynthesis, food and respiration ". . . may be of 
equal importance in producing a 'vital effect' on skele¬ 
tal isotopic composition of organisms . . ." 87 Again, 
there are too many unknown variables, and whatever 
the cause, disequilibrium by itself throws doubt on 
past climatic interpretations of 6 18 O s measurements. 

4) DEPOSITION AL AND POST-DEPOSITION A L 

PROBLEMS 

a) Shell Dissolution 

It has been assumed at one time that deep-sea sedi¬ 
ments have generally been undisturbed for great pe¬ 
riods of time, and the foraminifera shells accurately 
reflected conditions in the water column above. How¬ 
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ever, these conditions are rare and nearly impossible 
to measure. As foraminifera shells sink to the bottom 
and while resting in the top layer of sediment, dissolu¬ 
tion of the shell can occur. In general, the shell begins 
to dissolve at about 3000 meters and by 5000 meters 
is usually completely dissolved. However, the disso¬ 
lution process and its converse the CaC 03 sedimenta¬ 
tion process depends upon many other factors besides 
depth: "... carbonate deposition is a complicated 
process with many controlling factors." 88 Some of the 
interacting variables responsible for dissolution in¬ 
clude the temperature, pressure, carbonate ion content, 
amount of C0 2 in the water, the amount of water that 
flows through the sediment, the organic content of the 
water, the percentage of aragonite (CaMgC0 3 ) in the 
shell and the supply of non-carbonate material in the 
water. 89 As a result, there are oceanic and regional 
differences in the dissolution rate. A recent article in¬ 
dicates that these differences are larger and the dis¬ 
solution pattern more complicated with depth than 
previously thought. 90 It was discovered that the rate 
of dissolution in the Western North Atlantic increased 
sharply between about 3000 to 4400 meters, which 
is about 1300 meters more shallow than previously 
thought. 91 Below 4400 meters the dissolution rate ac¬ 
tually decreased; even fragile foraminifera were well 
preserved, which rules out downslope transport. This 
pattern was attributed to the different dissolution char¬ 
acteristics of each ocean current. 

Most foraminifera shells eventually dissolve in the 
deep ocean. Those more likely to be preserved in the 
sediment include large species, benthonic foraminifera, 
and small species with a more solution-resistent shell. 
Thus, a species bias is introduced in the sediments 
right from the start, ". . . with selective preservation 
posing great difficulty for the interpretation of oxygen 
isotope data." 92 Another complication arises when 
CaC0 3 with a different 6 18 O s sometimes recrystallizes 
on the shells. Therefore, only well-preserved speci¬ 
mens with no secondary growths must be analyzed. 93 
This means each shell must be examined microscopic¬ 
ally, which is very time consuming. However, even in 
well-preserved shells, chemical and mineralogical re¬ 
placement occurs. Therefore, ". . . it is difficult to 
prove that the isotopic composition of oxygen has re¬ 
mained unchanged in shells that appear to be un¬ 
altered." 94 Si nee the variables determining dissolution 
are complicated and poorly known in the present 
ocean, it is difficult to determine their past effects 
under uniformitarian principles. Consequently, disso¬ 
lution causes big problems: "... there is controversy 
about the relative importance of the primary produc¬ 
tivity of calcareous microorganisms and their dissolu¬ 
tion at depth . . ," 95 

Some authors have found a shell size effect on 6 18 O s 
in sediments. The larger foraminifera are enriched in 
18(1)96-98 so that d i ssol uti on bi ases the sed i ment towards 
higher 6 18 O s "The interpretation of oxygen isotope 
values is further complicated by preferential dissolu¬ 
tion on the sea floor of isotopically lighter shells." 99 
As previously stated, two of the most widely used fora¬ 
minifera for paleodimatic reconstruction are very sus¬ 
ceptible to dissolution. 100 In fact, variable or cyclical 
dissolution rates with time may be responsible for 
6 18 O s cycles in well-preserved sediments. Kent has 
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shown in a recent article that this is highly likely. He 
found a strong correlation in deep-sea cores between 
low CaC0 3 content and high S 18 O s . 101 Even though 
it is claimed by some that dissolution affects the iso¬ 
topic composition by only 0.2-0.4 % 0 (this may be dif¬ 
ficult to determine in the present, as well as the past), 
CaC0 3 cycles have very similiar frequencies to glacial/ 
interglacial cycles, which are determined by 8 18 O s fluc¬ 
tuations. 102 Regardless, there are too many poorly 
known variables to objectively interpret 8 18 O s meas¬ 
urements in deep-sea cores below about 3000 meters, 
b) Bioturbation 

Even when a solution-resistant foraminifera becomes 
incorporated into the top layer of sediment, it does not 
quietly remain in place for thousands of years. It is 
common for the top layers of sediments to be mixed by 
deposit-feeding organisms that ingest the sediment and 
redeposit it. This is called bioturbation and is very 
common in the deep sea: “. . . most if not all deep-sea 
sediment is susceptible to disturbance by marine or¬ 
ganisms.” 103 The depth of mixing by bioturbation has 
been variously reported as two to five cm, 104 15 cm, 105 
and 10-60 cm. 106 The latter figure was determined by 
the redistribution of ash layers, the dispersal of micro- 
tectites and the incorporation of radioactive contami¬ 
nants into the sediments. A recent article indicates 
that bioturbation may extend deeper than previously 
thought. Burrows down to more than two meters were 
actually observed in two cores. 107 The extent of bio¬ 
turbation of this magnitude is unknown because nor¬ 
mal coring operations cause the delicate burrows to 
close so that they are not detected. Such burrows 
greatly increase the permeability of the sediment. 
However, it is claimed that sediment mixing is prob¬ 
ably minimal, although three-fourths of the horizontal 
burrows were filled with sediment. Consequently, this 
claim seems unjustified. Bioturbation “. . . is not easy 
to estimate and can be expected to vary from place to 
place.” 108 It can be difficult to detect in carbonate 
sediments. 109 Therefore, bioturbation presents another 
complicating factor to the interpretation of 8 18 O s 
cycles. 


c) Reworking 

Erosion and subsequent deposition, called rework¬ 
ing, is also a common occurrence in the deep ocean. 110 
Besides erosion by bottom currents, several other proc¬ 
esses, such as submarine slides, slumps and turbidity 
currents can greatly disturb the sediment. Erosion 
causes gaps or hiatuses in the sediment in the erosional 
area and will mix sediments in the area of deposition. 
Most cores show evidence of reworking. 111 ’ 114 How¬ 
ever, it is claimed that reworking is difficult to detect 
from physical evidence alone: “Unfortunately, the oc¬ 
currence of local deformations due to slumping, crust 
loading, mud flows, and so on, even in generally well 
stratified horizontal beds is common. Such features 
can be detected in exposures but easily overlooked in 
cores.” 115 Therefore, reworking in cores is detected 
mainly by their anomalous fossil content and wrong 
dates. 116 “The distribution of hiatuses, or unconformi¬ 
ties, are readily determined by conventional biostrati- 
graphic and paleomagnetic dating of sediment se¬ 
quences.” 117 Thiede says further that reworked fossils 
are “. . . easily distinguished by not being contempora¬ 
neous with the sediments in which they are found.” 118 


Consequently, many cores and “anomalous” results in 
one core are discarded because of reworking. 119 * 121 
This is usually done aboard ship after an extensive bio- 
stratigraphic examination. 122 ’ 124 It is for this reason 
few cores, which are labeled Quaternary by their fos¬ 
sil content, are extensively analyzed and related to the 
astronomical theory of the ice ages. Whether rework¬ 
ing in a particular core is genuine or not, it can be a 
powerful tool to reinforce preconceived ideas. 

Modern observations of deep-sea erosion indicate 
that reworking probably was very extensive in the past. 
Gardner and Sullivan report large fluctuations in tur¬ 
bidity as a result of erosion near the bottom of the 
abyssal plain in the Western North Atlantic. 125 The 
detector was located on a flat rise so that the erosion 
cannot be due to gravity slides from higher terrain. 
The results were the largest turbidity readings ever 
found in the deep sea and were unexpected. Two 
large fluctuations in bottom water cloudiness were 
associated with the passage of tropical storms. If the 
relationship is substantiated with further evidence, 
oceanographers will have to significantly revise their 
ideas on the amount of reworking. 

5) SUMMARY 

In summary, there are too many assumptions and 
variables that are poorly known and too many prob¬ 
lems of interpreting 8 18 O s measurements in deep-sea 
cores. Consequently, it should be impossible to ob¬ 
jectively correlate these fluctuations with the astro¬ 
nomical theory of the ice ages. Even some paleocli- 
matic researchers have questioned the oxygen isotope 
result: “If this theory is correct—and we should be 
aware that it may not be . . . we should always be 
aware of the underlying assumptions in oxygen-isotope 
studies . . .” 12G In relating oxygen isotope fluctuations 
to the Milankovitch mechanism, John cautions: 

But we should ask ourselves whether changes in 
the Earth's orbital geometry are really the funda¬ 
mental causes of glacial and interglacial stages. 
In the first place does the oxygen-isotope record 
really give a reliable indication of the expansion 
and contraction of the mid-latitude ice sheets? 
This is a matter of some dispute ... If they do not 
(and this is quite likely), then the ‘fundamental 
cause' of Quaternary glacial stages may not be so 
fundamental after all. 127 

C) DATING DEEP-SEA CORES 
1) INTRODUCTION 

Before 8 18 O s fluctuations in deep-sea cores could be 
related to the astronomical theory of the ice ages, the 
dates of the 8 18 O s cycles needed to be determined. 
This introduces many new problems in addition to 
those already discussed. Dating cores has been a dif¬ 
ficult problem: “. . . there has always been some un¬ 
certainty in the dating of the geological record and in 
the accuracy of computed parameters.” 128 Some have 
considered “accurate dating” of deep-sea cores the big¬ 
gest problem in testing the Milankovitch theory. 129 
There are three main dating techniques for cores: 1) 
radiocarbon dating of the core top in Pleistocene sedi¬ 
ments, 2) uranium series disequilibrium method for the 
late Pleistocene, and 3) paleomagnetic dating of the 
early and mid Pleistocene. 130 The many assumptions 
and problems with these dating methods will be dis¬ 
cussed further. 
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2) INDEX FOSSIL DATING 

Before a core can be dated by "absolute" methods, 
it must first be placed into its "proper" position in the 
geological column. This is done by index fossils, simi¬ 
lar to other periods of Phanerozoic time. The Pliocene- 
Pleistocene boundary has been especially difficult to 
define, and a number of different methods have been 
used in the past. Generally, it is the beginning of the 
Late Cenozoic ice age cycles, but this is not exactly 
the case today. In cores, it has been defined by the 
first appearance of the foraminifera Globorotalia trun- 
catulinoides. Since the Pleistocene is the last period 
of geological time, there is usually little difference be¬ 
tween the fossils during this time and modern organ¬ 
isms. However, there are a ". . . limited number of 
faunal extinctions that appear to be synchronous glo¬ 
bally . . ," 131 during the Pleistocene which are used 
for dating, although the dating is rough and there are 
not enough of them. 132 As previously mentioned, much 
of the biostratigraphic analysis is done aboard ship 
soon after the core is collected and before other dating 
techniques are applied: "Indeed, it is difficult to ade¬ 
quately acknowledge thework that precedes the selec¬ 
tion of a particular core as suitable for the application 
of a particular technique." 133 (emphasis mine) Accord¬ 
ing to the fossils, "Quaternary sediments are absent 
over extensive areas of the ocean floor." 134 Of those 
cores defined as Quaternary, a large majority cannot 
be used because of "reworking," variable CaC0 3 dis¬ 
solution and other such processes. Although some of 
the thousands of cores can be used for a particular 
research application, few are extensively analyzed. 
These are the ones that have already met preconceived 
ideas and are internally consistent; the many others are 
conspicuous by their absence and indicate the many 
problems involved in index fossil dating. 

For those really not aware of it, index fossil dating 
is a very rigid system because it is based on the as¬ 
sumption of evolution. An example of the rigidity 
occurred several years ago when the new results of 
paleomagnetism contradicted the assumed age of the 
index fossil Globorotalia truncatulinoides. This case 
is all the more interesting because this fossil is con¬ 
sidered ". . . one of palaeontology's most reliable 
datum planes." 135 With the support of another radio- 
larian index fossil, it was concluded that G. truncatu¬ 
linoides existed 1 to 1.5 million years before its sup¬ 
posed first occurrence at the base of the Pleistocene. 
Reworking and contamination were considered and 
ruled out. Needless to say, this result had serious im¬ 
plications because"... a great many studies based on 
the validity of this particular datum plane must surely 
have led to incorrect conclusions." 136 Consequently, 
the author of the contradictory evidence was attacked 
". . . with a vehemence that is much less common in 
science than it was many decades ago." 137 The author 
valiantly defended himself and his methods, but in the 
end, the challenge to the very rigid index fossil dating 
scheme failed. This is also an example of how special¬ 
ists can mold various dating techniques into what ap¬ 
pears to be a coherent whole. 

Modern oceanography indicates that dating cores by 
extinctions or first appearances of a particular fossil is 
much too simplified, and the fossil change in the core 
may actually be due to ecological, biological or physi¬ 
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cal factors in the waters above. For instance, plank¬ 
tonic organisms, which are more superior for dating 
than benthonic species, can have geographically re¬ 
stricted ranges. Sometimes there are major faunal 
boundaries in mid-ocean for no apparent reason. Asa 
result, "... biologists still do not understand what de¬ 
termines present limits of geographic distributions of 
planktonic species." 138 In addition faunal distributions 
likely change with time, probably reflecting changing 
oceanographic conditions. Just the seasonal change 
alone is considerable: "Physical properties of the 
world oceans show considerable annual variations." 139 
All the present day unknowns have not been sufficient¬ 
ly emphasized in the past". . . should be a cause for 
reflection among those marine paleontologists who 
infer ocean paleoclimates (essentially temperature) 
from changes in distributions of species or composition 
of planktonic assemblages." 140 

Applying the principle of uniformitarianism should 
nullify the Pleistocene index fossil schemes, and if for 
the latest period, what about for the other periods 
of geological time? The assumption of synchronous 
world-wide fossil changes has rarely, if ever been 
proven within the evolutionary framework. 141 Within 
this system, there are cases where organisms have be¬ 
come extinct at widely different times, and with regard 
to first appearances, evolutionary scientists can point 
to a case where a certain species developed in the 
Quaternary Pacific and Indian Oceans, but not in the 
Atlantic. Some workers admit that "... using fos¬ 
sils to correlate over long distances has been difficult 
even when planktonic groups are used." 143 In fact, it 
was due to simplified concepts of Pleistocene fossils 
that much paleodimatic work in the 1960's was fault¬ 
ed. 144 It is hoped that 5 18 O s cycles, which all essen¬ 
tially look the same, 145 will be able to validate the 
index fossil scheme, although it is this system that has 
dated S 18 O s fluctuations. 

Few people realize that the index fossil dating sys¬ 
tem, despite its poor assumptions and many problems, 
is actually the primary dating tool for geological time. 
Even though "absolute" dating methods have been 
widely touted to be accurate, this is not the case at al I. 
They have many serious problems: 

One might imagine that direct methods of meas¬ 
uring time would make obsolete all the previous 
means of estimating age, but these new 'absolute' 
measurements are used more as a supplement to 
traditional methods than as a substitute. Geolo¬ 
gists put more faith in the principles of superposi¬ 
tion and faunal succession than they do in num¬ 
bers that come out of a machine. If the laboratory 
results contradict the field evidence, the geologists 
assume that there is something wrong with the 
machine date. To put it another way, 'good' dates 
are those that agree with the field data. 146 

In other words, radiometric dating methods are actu¬ 
ally fit into the geological column, which was set up by 
fossil dating over 100 years ago. Bowen does not even 
I i ke the term "absol ute": 

The term absolute dating is unsuitable: it implies 
a degree of achievement hardly consistent with 
the realities of the majority of dating methods, 
which, in terms of their present status may be 
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likened to the top of a gigantic experimental ice¬ 
berg. 147 

He says further that there is “. . . an unrealistic faith in 
such dating procedures. So many potential pitfalls and 
errors are inherent to existing methods . . ” 148 With 
all the above in mind, let us take a closer look at the 
main dating methods for Pleistocene deep-sea cores. 

3) RADIOCARBON DATING 

Radiocarbon dating is used to date the top of a 
Quaternary deep-sea core when suitable material is 
available. It is assumed to be valid back to about 
30,000 to 50,000 years ago. Creationists have pointed 
out the poor assumptions and problems with this meth¬ 
od. Consequently, it will be discussed only briefly in 
this paper. As already stated, it was because of C-14 
dating of peat, assumed to develop during interglacials, 
that earth scientists at one time rejected the astronomi¬ 
cal theory of the ice ages. A recent article in the 
Creation Research Society Quarterly , 149 which was re¬ 
printed from the Anthropological Journal of Canada , 150 
is a recent expose of radiocarbon dating. 

Contamination seems to be a common problem in 
radiocarbon dating, and it is likely a convenient excuse 
to discard dates that do not agree. For instance, a 
certain layer in several cores of Arctic Ocean sediments 
was C-14 dated at 12,000 years B.P., 25,000 years B.P. 
and greater than 30,000 years B.P. However, these 
variable dates were rejected in favor of a date of 
70,000 to 100,000 years ago because the uranium series 
dates were in better accord with the interpolated date 
from the last paleomagnetic reversal. The reason for 
this large discrepancy was “. . . because of reworking 
and mixing of the sediments by burrowing animals.” 151 
In a general statement on radiocarbon dating and 
other dating methods for deep-sea cores, Latham and 
others state: “The corresponding age data, provided 
by 14 C, uranium series disequilibrium and other meth¬ 
ods may also suffer from such errors as bioturbation 
and migration of radionuclides.” 152 Lee provides a 
good summary statement on radiocarbon dating: 
“. . . the radiocarbon method is still not capable of 
yielding accurate and reliable results. There are gross 
discrepancies, the chronology is uneven and relative , 
and the accepted dates are actually selected dates.” 153 

4) URANIUM SERIES DISEQUILIBRIUM 
DATING 

a) Introduction 

A common method for dating deep-sea cores, more 
in the past than in the present, is the uranium series 
disequilibrium system. This technique takes advan¬ 
tage of the fact that uranium and its daughters are 
leached out of the soil and into the ocean. (This is one 
of the main reasons Creationists reject the uranium- 
lead method of dating—because it is an open system.) 
238 U eventually decays to 230 Th (ionium, an unstable 
isotope of thorium), which.has a half-life of 75,000 
years. 235 U decays to 231 Pa (protactinium), which has 
a half-life of 32,000 years. There are actually two main 
methods in the uranium series system that are espe¬ 
cially useful for dating deep-sea sediments. 154 The 
first is the ionium method, which measures the ratio: 
230 Th/ 232 Th(I 0 /Th) with time down a core. Thorium- 
232 is the long lived radioactive isotope of thorium. 
The second method is the ionium-protactinium meth¬ 


od, which measures the ratio: 231 Pa/ 230 Th. Both ratios 
decrease with time, overlapping with C-14 dating in 
the early stages of decay, and supposedly providing 
dates back to about 300,000 years. Ionium and pro- 
tractinium have a residence time of about 300 years in 
the ocean while uranium remains about 500,000 years. 
Thus, the daughters become separated from their par¬ 
ents in the water column by being adsorbed onto the 
surface of detrital mineral grains as they sink to the 
bottom or by incorporation into authigenic minerals 
which are formed in place during or after deposition. 

The daughters are called “unsupported” for this 
reason. However, not all the ionium (and probably 
not all the protractinium) in the ocean is formed by 
radioactive decay. One-fourth is estimated to arrive 
directly by rivers or streams along with 232 Th. 155 
b) Poor Assumptions 

The uranium series disequilibrium system depends 
upon assumptions inherent in radioactive dating 
schemes, plus some unique unverifiable assumptions 
and problems of its own. It is calibrated to the radio¬ 
carbon system, 156 a very poor procedure in view of its 
unreliability. In fact, it is common practice to cali¬ 
brate dating methods and paleoclimate indicators, such 
as 8 18 0, sea level fluctuations, fossil pollen, etc., to 
each other: “Like sensing systems made by man, each 
natural paleoclimatic indicator must be calibrated, and 
each has distinctive performance characteristics that 
must be understood if the data are to be interpreted 
correctly.” 157 (This quotation indirectly admits that 
paleoclimate indicators do not match, but each can be 
manipulated through its distinctive performance char¬ 
acteristics to agree.) Needless to say, this practice 
takes most of the independence away from dating sys¬ 
tems, a problem rarely mentioned in paleoclimatic 
research. 

Four basic assumptions must be applied to account 
for the ionium and protactinium in the sediments: 1) 
a constant sedimentation rate for the isotopes during 
the last several hundred thousand years, 2) ionium, 
thorium and protactinium have similar geochemical 
properties, 3) the above isotopes within the mineral 
grains are excluded from the analysis, and 4) the iso¬ 
topes do not migrate within the sediments. 158 There 
are many difficulties with these assumptions, and the 
analytical method of measuring the various isotopes is 
complex with much room for error. 

The first assumption of a constant sedimentation rate 
for the isotopes depends upon many factors. One is 
the uranium content of the water, 159 which is variable 
and due to the interaction of complex processes. Some 
of these are the variable input of uranium by rivers, 
the rate of removal by trapping in near-shore anaerobic 
basins, the rate of reworking from near-shore basins to 
open water, and the direct sedimentation of uranium 
to the ocean floor. 160 A second factor is the variable 
and complex input of ionium and thorium by rivers, 
which should change with time. The variability of this 
input is indicated by present day measurements of 
230 Th/ 232 Th at the ocean surface which ranges from 
143-158 in the South Pacific to only 1.5-19 in the At¬ 
lantic. 161 The amount of 230 Th, 232 Th, and 231 Pa de¬ 
posited on the ocean bottom ultimately depends on the 
sedimentation rate of the mineral grains, which likely 
is not constant. 162 The water depth is another factor 
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which must be considered because a deep water col¬ 
umn contains more isotopes than a shallow column, 
but this should be accounted for by a depth correction 
factor. The particles that scavenge the isotopes are 
considered to be very fine. Hence, they are easily 
erodable, one indication of which is the clouds of sedi¬ 
ment often found a few tens of meters above the ocean 
floor. 163 Consequently, undisturbed sediments are 
needed to apply the dating method. 164 As previously 
discussed, cores of this quality are very rare; “Only a 
minute portion of the deep-sea cores . . . are strati- 
graphically continuous and undisturbed.” 165 

Assumption two may be good for the two isotopes of 
thorium, but modern research indicates that ionium 
and protactinium are geochemically different. Ku and 
Broechker says: “The commonly made assumption 
that Pa 231 and Th 230 are geochemically coherent is not 
valid.” 166 Erroneous dates have even been blamed on 
the differences between the isotopes. 167 

Assumption three is difficult to monitor. It is hoped 
that the analytical procedure will measure only the 
unsupported ionium and protactinium on the mineral 
surface while leaving those within the grain untouch¬ 
ed. The latter isotopes are called uranium “supported” 
because they are the direct result of radioactive decay 
of uranium within the grain. Supported isotopes also 
arise from the decay of uranium contained in the pore 
water of the sediment. There have been strong dis¬ 
agreements over procedures and results of the uranium 
series disequilibrium method by various workers. The 
possibility of contamination by uranium supported iso¬ 
topes was invoked by Emiliani and Rona to criticize 
the results from another lab. 168 (Many analytical diffi¬ 
culties also were indicated.) Contamination seems a 
real problem because a “correction” for supported iso¬ 
topes is usually invoked. This correction is considered 
negligible for “young” sediments, but must be applied 
in an increasing degree the older the sediment is as¬ 
sumed to be. 169 However, if bioturbation down to two 
meters 170 is common in sediments, the basis for the 
correction factor is undermined. It seems like the cor¬ 
rection factor would be difficult to apply and may 
actually be a fudge factor. 

The fourth assumption “. . . has been the source of 
some concern.” 171 It is believed that 230 Th does not 
migrate through the sediments but that its parent does. 
Some assume the migration is small, while others say 
it is often a problem. 172 Regardless, it is difficult to 
estimate the amount of past migration, which is in¬ 
cluded as part of the correction factor for supported 
isotopes. Consequently, the many unknowns and prob¬ 
lems behind the assumptions cast grave doubt on the 
uranium series disequilibrium method. 

c) Contradictory Results 

It is expected that very few erroneous results or 
glaring contradictions with other dating methods 
would ever be published. The few that are published 
are usually just the tip of the iceberg and can give 
considerable insight into the method. Broecker hints 
at many problems when a new dating method is 
used: “As with all new approaches to earth sciences, 
valid results are accompanied by numerous erroneous 
ones.” 173 Sometimes, new results will be significantly 
different from previous research and will be accepted, 
indicating the plasticity of the dating systems. In re¬ 


gard to the uranium series disequilibrium system, Emi¬ 
liani used the method to establish a strong relationship 
between the dominant 8 18 O s cycle in deep-sea cores 
and the 40,000 year tilt cycle in the astronomical theory 
of the ice ages. 174 ' 176 The tilt cycle was considered the 
dominant Milankovitch frequency at that time. He 
even derived a correlation coefficient of 0.997! 177 (+1 
or —1 is a perfect fit and 0 shows no relationship). 
His chronology is now considered erroneous, indicat¬ 
ing the dating methods used to support his good results 
are questionable to say the least. In another case, 
Rona and Emiliani 178 and Broecker and Ku 179 used the 
ionium-protactinium method on the same core and 
calculated a 25 percent difference in dating. In regard 
to the ionium-protactinium method in particular, Emil¬ 
iani and Shackleton say: “The universal validity of the 
230 Th/ 231 Pa method remains unproved.” 180 

d) Modern Disillusionment 

Many paleoclimatic researchers do not use the ura¬ 
nium series disequilibrium method today because of 
the poor assumptions and divergent results. Shackle- 
ton and Matthews say: 

. . . there are difficulties in the analytical methods 
and acute problems regarding the interpretation 
of the measurements which are widely acknowl¬ 
edged to exist. . . and interlaboratory comparisons 
have so far only clouded the issue. 181 
In their landmark paper supposedly establishing the 
link between 8 18 O s cycles and the Milankovitch mech¬ 
anism, Hays, Imbrie and Shackleton say: “We have 
not used estimates based on Io/Th techniques because 
we believe the intrinsic inaccuracy of these estimates 
is large.” 182 Shackleton says further: “The method can 
never be precise . . . moreover detailed studies reveal 
disconcerting gaps in our understanding of 230 Th accu¬ 
mulations.” 183 In discussing dating methods between 
50,000 and 300,000 years ago, Shotton says: “Except 
for fission track dating, none of these other methods 
can be yet said to be firmly established as reliable, 
though uranium series dates are certainly often quot¬ 
ed.” 184 His skepticism of this widely used method at 
that time is evident. Consequently, the uranium series 
disequilibrium method is not objective enough to date 
deep-sea cores and many are disillusioned. Without 
this dating method, there is nothing between C-14 dat¬ 
ing and the first paleomagnetic reversal at 730,000 
years ago as Gascoyne and others lament: “The lack 
of age dating methods which can be applied beyond 
the limit of radiocarbon dating makes the global corre¬ 
lation of continental climatic events and stratigraphic 
sequences with the continuous palaeoclimate record, 
obtained by (oxygen) isotopic and faunal analysis of 
deep-sea sediment cores, a difficult task; often only a 
relative time scale can be obtained using complex and 
perhaps tenuous litho- and biostratigraphic data.” 185 
(parentheses mine) 

D) SUMMARY 

This part has shown in detail that the interpretation 
of oxygen isotope fluctuations in deep-sea cores is 
practically impossible, and therefore cannot be related 
to the astronomical theory of the ice ages. Very small 
changes in 18 0 can result in large changes in 8 ls O, 
leaving much room for error. The laboratory proce¬ 
dure for measuring the isotopes in foraminifera is very 


VOLUME 21, DECEMBER 1984 


135 


complex. The equation relating the measurements to 
paleotemperature and the oxygen isotopic composition 
of the sea water cannot be solved. In addition, there 
are many other unknown or poorly understood varia¬ 
bles related to 8 ls O of the sample. Some of these are 
paleodepth of the foraminifera, seasonal differences in 
oceanic parameters and species abundance, and bio¬ 
logical variables of foraminifera. There are additional 
complicating factors introduced by possible secular 
changes in 8 ls O of sea water percolating through the 
crust, by cold or warm core eddies caused by rapid 
currents, by shell dissolution with depth, by bioturba- 
tion of the sediments and by the reworking of the sedi¬ 
ments from common geophysical processes. 

Dates for cores are a prerequisite for correlating 
8 18 0 to the Milankovitch theory, but there are too 
many assumptions, unknowns and problems with the 
dating methods of cores. The main dating method is 
index fossils, a very rigid system based on the assump¬ 
tion of evolution. Modern oceanographic and biogeo¬ 
graphic variables indicate this dating method is too 
simplified. Radiocarbon dating of the top of suitable 
cores is a selective process with contamination a com¬ 
mon problem. The uranium series disequilibrium sys¬ 
tem has been used to date cores back to 300,000 years 
in supposed geologic time. However, this method is 
based on many poor assumptions and is so loaded with 
difficulties many paleoclimatologists do not use it. 

Part III of this article will continue discussing dating 
methods. The new and much used method of paleo- 
magnetic stratigraphy will be explored in depth. 
Again, too many unknowns and problems exist. Final¬ 
ly, the method of relating deep-sea cores to the astro¬ 
nomical theory will be discussed . It was found that 
the controlling cycle for ice ages from cores matched 
the eccentricity cycle in the astronomical theory. This 
is a big problem because the eccentricity cycle has an 
exceedingly weak effect on the earth’s solar radiation. 
Throughout this paper, the question naturally arises 
of how consistent results or order can be generated out 
of the chaos of problems, unknowns and assumptions. 
It will be shown in detail with examples how an ex¬ 
treme bias can manipulate data by various means and 
how the “reinforcement syndrome” keeps the data and 
researchers consistent. 
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Abstract 

This is part two of a three-part series of articles on the life and work of J. J. Duyvene DeWit, a Dutch 
biologist, who ascribed to the Creation viewpoint and actively worked against the falsity of evolutionary concepts. 


The Unscientific Nature of Evolution 

In the previous article I gave a brief glimpse of the 
life of Dr. J. J. Duyvene de Wit, a tireless fighter 
against the nearly overwhelming forces of evolution in 
the academic world. 1 

De Wit had a life-long goal for which he worked till 
the end. It was that all Christians who accept the crea¬ 
tion record, regardless of their other theological dif¬ 
ferences, would join forces in the battle against evo¬ 
lution. 

He felt that it would be much easier to convince 
undecided and misinformed Christians to do so if they 
could be shown that evolution is not a scientific theory 
but an article of a non-Christian faith. 

We will now examine the contributions he left be¬ 
hind in the ongoing struggle we still must face. I hope 
to demonstrate that his legacy, which is not widely 
known among creationists, contains an arsenal of great 
value in our battle. 


*Magnus Verbrugge, M.D., F.R.C.S. (Canada), is a urologist 
(retired). He receives mail at The Herman Dooyeweerd Foun¬ 
dation, 1915 Bahia Way, La Jolla, CA 92037. 


Examining Evidences for Evolution 

De Wit delivered a lecture entitled “The Paleonto¬ 
logical Record and the Origin of Man” to the Scientific 
Society of the University of the Orange Free State in 
South Africa on August 28, 1963. 

He began with a quote from a speech, given by Dr. 
Abraham Kuyper in 1899 entitled “Evolution.” 

The doctrine of evolution is a newly invented sys¬ 
tem, a newly conceived doctrine, a newly formed 
dogma, a new rising belief, which places itself 
over against the Christian faith, and can only 
found its temple on the ruins of our Christian 
confession. 2 

The intervening 64 years have confirmed these pro¬ 
phetic words. De Wit stated that as Copernicus in his 
day was persecuted for his astrophysical discoveries by 
scholastic religious doctrinaires, so scientists who have 
discovered the systemic discontinuities in biology are 
persecuted and ridiculed by the modern evolutionary 
doctrinaires with their metaphysical doctrine of a uni¬ 
versal continuity of life. 

There are non-Christian as well as Christian biolo¬ 
gists who recognize how the theory of evolution devi¬ 
ates from the available scientific data, but their minor- 
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ity view is not tolerated among the ruling scientists. 
The violent emotional reaction of the majority against 
the opinion of the dissenters, which often borders on 
fanaticism, testifies to the religious character of the 
transformist doctrine. 

DeWit pointed out that the confession of man’s 
descent from the apes is in direct conflict with Scrip¬ 
ture and he warned that theologians and elders who 
have adopted this view are deceiving the people on 
religious grounds, and, he said, they are equally guilty 
of scientific deceit. 

He pointed out the differences between the “Spe¬ 
cial” theory and the “General” theory of evolution. 
The former can be studied, because it deals with varia¬ 
tion within a species, not with evolution. The general 
theory exists only as an extrapolation of the “special” 
theory. But since this special theory does not deal with 
evolution, this extrapolation is unfounded and hence 
unscientific. 

Because the general theory is not based on observed 
data, it cannot be tested. For that reason it is not a 
scientific theory revealing the gravity of the betrayal 
of people, including theologians, by the scientists. 

DeWit then proceeded to give evidence for his 
thesis that the transformist principle can no longer 
stand its scientific ground. He based his argument on 
findings in the fields of paleontology, genetics, embry¬ 
ology, and taxonomy. 

De Wit concluded a lengthy discussion of the find¬ 
ings pertaining to fossils of human remains with the 
words “No fossil documentation whatsoever with re¬ 
spect to the assumed animal ancestors of man has been 
found. Hence paleontology cannot help us with hard 
facts.” 3 

Mutations caused by physical influences such as ra¬ 
diation cause changes within a species only. No new 
species have been produced in our experiments. Most 
such influences produce defective organisms. The rare 
exception which shows some possibly beneficial change 
cannot balance the deleterious effects upon the whole 
population affected. 

Recombination of extant genetic material is sup¬ 
posed to be the main source of adaptive adjustment to 
changing environmental factors. Thus, in a border sit¬ 
uation of migrating specimens, natural selection will 
eliminate the less adaptable individuals and a small 
elite will remain, establishing a new race. Further iso¬ 
lation will prevent interbreeding and it is speculated 
that eventually beneficial mutations will produce a 
new species. 

De Wit commented that a pioneering population 
only takes a portion of the genes -of the original popu¬ 
lation along. This results in a pauperization of its gene 
pool. If this had happened, it would have produced 
disastrous consequences. As he noted “When the 
process of speciation repeats itself often, a final species 
arises whose gene pool is so much exhausted that very 
small environmental changes suffice to contrive their 
extinction.” 4 

He noted that the extinction of some 99 percent of 
all species that ever lived shows that none of them 
could adapt to survive. It does not show why only 
one percent managed to survive, nor how they origi¬ 
nated. That leaves the optimistic theory of progressive 
genetic improvement of species through recombination 
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of extant genetic material dangling without support 
from the findings of extinction. If man had arisen from 
the amoeba, he must have lost an uncountable number 
of genes in the process! As De Wit said it would be 
more reasonable to expect the amoeba to invent the 
theory of relativity than poorly endowed man. 

De Wit observed that since the pauperization of 
gene pools rules out evolution through genetic recom¬ 
bination, evolutionists have no alternative but to as¬ 
sume that small populations of basic genotypes, en¬ 
dowed with enormous recombinational potencies, must 
have arisen at different places and times. But he 
rightly added that no biologist is competent to inter¬ 
pret such postulated appearances. It would amount to 
“special acts of creation.” That, he said, is really a 
matter of religious and philosophical character. De 
Wit concluded that the discoveries of genetics have not 
produced any evidence to support the transformist 
doctrine. 

One of the cornerstones of the transformist doctrine 
is the thesis that the transition “from amoeba to man” 
has been accomplished in the cell nucleus only through 
genetic changes. De Wit challenged this concept in 
his lecture. There are other areas of a cell besides the 
nuclear genes that play an important role in the trans¬ 
mission of hereditary characteristics. Here are the ar¬ 
guments he presented in his speech. 

All the cells in our body possess the same chromo¬ 
somes with their genes. Yet, there are thousands of dif¬ 
ferent types of cells, all with the same “genetic code” 
in their DNA molecules. Some individuals have a male 
chromosome pattern and a female appearance (Tur¬ 
ner’s syndrome). Others have a male appearance with 
a female chromosome pattern (Klinefelter’s syndrome). 

Some animal and vegetable species are so similiar 
that taxonomically they belong to the same species. 
Yet, their genetic karyogram is different and they do 
not interbreed. They are called cryptic species or phe- 
nocopies. Experiments have demonstrated that many 
body characteristics are transmitted through the cyto¬ 
plasm and the cell cortex, not the nucleus. 

He quoted embryologists who have discovered these 
features, which point to the possibility that the genes 
in the nucleus play a role mainly in the transmission 
of the infra-species characteristics while the rest of the 
cell, the cytoplasm and the cortex, determine the over¬ 
all body build, i.e. the interspecific characteristics. 

An e nucleated egg of the sea-urchin Ech'nus can be 
fertilized by the sperm cell of the feather-star Antedon, 
which belongs to a different biological order. The cell, 
without a nucleus, begins to multiply and forms a ma¬ 
ternal type of embryo, typical for Echinus , as far as 
it goes. This seems to indicate that the major body 
features are formed without a contribution from nu¬ 
clear genetic material. 

Experiments with larval hybridization have con¬ 
firmed this. The major features of an organism are 
transmitted through the informational code residing in 
the cortex and cytoplasm. The nuclear hereditary ma¬ 
terial only controls the minor variations between in¬ 
dividuals within a species (wrongly called as evidence 
for “special” evolution). In other words, the whole cell 
is needed for propagation. 

All this, concluded DeWit, renders the concept of 
evolution as based on nuclear mutations only , obsolete. 
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If it is true that it is mainly the cytoplasm (minus the 
nucleus with its genes in DNA) which transmits the 
characteristics of the species, a change in DNA alone 
cannot give rise to a new species. Such a change, a 
mutation, can only cause individual variations (usu¬ 
ally deleterious ones) within the species. Hence evo¬ 
lution has lost mutation through alteration of its DNA 
as its “mechanism of operation.” 

Transformist taxonomists assume that all groups be¬ 
longing to one major taxonomic group such as a phy¬ 
lum, arose from one root: they are “monophyletic.” 
But now this is being questioned. De Wit quoted au¬ 
thors who claim that the evidence points to a polyphy- 
letic origin of taxonomically similar groups. 

There is evidence, he said, that the evolution of the 
horse might be even as chaotic as that proposed by 
Osborn for the evolution of the Proboscidae. The 
squid family is admitted to be polyphyletic as well as 
many groups of the viruses, bacteria, protozoa, arthro- 
poda, amphibia, reptilia and mammalia. Among the 
mammals even some orders appear to be polyphyletic. 

All this made Kerkut conclude: “. . . much of the 
evolution of the major groups of animals has to be 
taken on trust. It seems at times as if our modern 
writers on evolution have had their views by some sort 
of revelation . . .” 5 

A similar predicament has befallen the theories on 
the origin of man. Some of the more differentiated and 
“human” looking fossils were more widespread and 
their possessors lived much earlier than those of some 
of the less human looking remains. 

According to De Wit a much better explanation is 
that because of the enormous genetic variability of the 
human race some groups degenerated (as a result of 
sinful behavior such as cannibalism?) and succumbed 
while other groups continued to inhabit the earth. 

De Wit proclaimed the transformist doctrine to be 
highly unscientific on all counts and therefore un¬ 
acceptable. As a result, he stated, we must reorient 
our thinking towards our real Origin: the word of God, 
our Creator. And he concluded his lecture with these 
words: 

To those who see, it will be obvious that, on ac¬ 
count of accumulated evidence, a Copernican turn 
of biological thought announces itself. It presents 
a radical challenge to present-day biological schol¬ 
ars, which is primarily of a religious nature. For 
this reason this compels us to renewed religious 
self-examination and subsequent inner reforma¬ 
tion of our biological outlook. 6 

Articles on the Philosophy of Biology 

In 1964 De Wit published two articles, the first of 
which was entitled: “Teilhard de Chardin, the Foun¬ 
der of a new Pseudo-Christian Evolutionary Mysti¬ 
cism.” 7 De Wit demonstrated that the famous Jesuit 
priest (anthropologist-paleontogist) had made yet an¬ 
other futile attempt to marry pagan thinking to the 
Christian religion. And modern-day theistic evolution¬ 
ary thinking as held by “reformed” Christians is just as 
inspired by pagan thinking as that of De Chardin. 

De Wit’s second article in Philosophic Reformate 8 
was of more interest to a biologist. It contained much 
of what he stated in the public address which I have 
just reviewed, but a few additional points are impor¬ 


tant to mention. He began by saying that the biologist 
has always been confronted with the problem of ob¬ 
serving verifiable evidence, and his subjective interp¬ 
retation of it. 

His interpretation was always guided either con¬ 
sciously or unconsciously by his philosophical view of 
the totality of the world. And this in turn was domin¬ 
ated by his religious position. 

Modern scientists maintain that their first task is to 
keep science “rational and neutral.” But this attempt 
must be “dearly paid for” in biology, said De Wit: 
The intended attitude of neutrality which aims at 
the preservation of religious peace of mind, at 
least in scientific matters, becomes sorely dis¬ 
turbed by the clualistic split between scientific 
knowledge (pertaining to discontinuity) and 
supra-scientific faith (in continuity). 9 

Torn between these two poles, the biologist must 
choose between scientific evidence which points to 
morphological discontinuity and his faith in evolution, 
which makes him look for morphological proof of the 
phylogenetic continuity in the rise of all living species. 

The Christian starts from the other side. Divine rev¬ 
elation teaches that man is of Divine origin just as is 
the entire cosmos. For that reason there can be no con¬ 
flict between “God’s salvatory revelation in Christ 
Jesus and God’s revelation in His creation or nature’ 
because both have their root in the Divine Word it¬ 
self.” 10 The remarkable thing is then that his scientific 
findings and their interpretation never conflict with 
his faith. It is not evolution which produces man and 
his theories. God produces man and man produces his 
theories. Clearly the evolutionist turns reality upside- 
down and reverses the existing order of man and his 
theory-making. 

De Wit proceeded to give ample quotations from 
leading evolutionists which prove that discontinuity is 
admitted by many from the scientific evidence. But 
still, they cling to their transformist thesis, especially 
concerning the evolution of man from the primates. 
How can this be? He quoted from noted evolutionists 
and then asserted that the evolutionist reasons as fol¬ 
lows. 

It is generally acknowledged that nothing is known 
about the origin of man. A supernatural origin of man 
is ruled out. In the absence of an alternative it is still 
believed that man evolved from the animal kingdom. 
Because of the general acceptance of this belief , it is 
held up as a scientific truth. 

To make matters worse, wrote De Wit, many Chris¬ 
tians are transformists and decry the denial of this 
“scientific truth” by creationists. These “theistic evo¬ 
lutionists” fail to recognize that the evolutionary theo¬ 
ry is based on faith instead of science. And so they 
have the unchristian gall to accuse creationists of doing 
a disservice to Christianity because of their “obscurant¬ 
ism” or other regrettable defects in their character. 

De Wit pointed to another irrational twist in modern 
theoretical biology. An organism dies from senile 
decay and now it is assumed that phyletic units also 
expire from senility. Thus evolutionists confer upon 
the abstract concept of a phylum the attributes of a 
living organism. They “personalize and animate” the 
abstract concept phylum like the Greeks “personalized 
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and animated” the abstract concept of beauty, called 
it Venus, and assigned to it the qualities of a living 
organism. 

This type of reasoning of course represents an old 
form of idolatry known as animism. 11 It is a faith that 
is in direct conflict with the professed rationalistic na¬ 
ture of the science of modern man. Hence transform- 
ism is not only profoundly unscientific, it is self-con¬ 
tradictory and thus irrational as a philosophy, and it 
is borne by an apostate faith. 

The question “What is man? Who is he?” cannot be 
answered by man himself, concluded DeWit. For a 
Christian biologist the answer given by the revelation 
from God’s Word and the limits set by Him to our ac¬ 
tual observations form the indispensible point of de¬ 
parture for a veritable science of man. 

In a final article I hope to demonstrate how a thor¬ 
oughly Christian approach to creation can lead us to 
a Scriptural philosophy of nature and a reformation of 
the sciences. 
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Abstract 

God cotdd have started magnetic fields in the solar system in a very simple way: by creating the original atoms 
of the planets with many of their nuclear spins pointing in the same direction. The small magnetic fields of so 
many atomic nuclei add up to fields large enough to account for the magnetism of the planets. Within seconds 
after creation, ordinary physical events would convert the alignment of nuclei into a large electric current circu¬ 
lating within each planet, maintaining the magnetic field. The currents and fields would decay steadily over 
thousands of years, as Barnes has pointed out. The present magnetic field strengths of the Earth, Sun, Moon, 
and planets agree very well with the values produced by this theory and a 6000-year age for the solar system. 
The theory is consistent with all the known data and explains many facts which have puzzled evolutionists. 

Introduction 

The Earth’s magnetic field is what makes compass 
needles point north. In an earlier paper 1 1 showed that 
God could have started the Earth’s field in a very sim¬ 
ple way, by using the magnetic fields of spinning 
atomic nuclei (Figure 1). He could have created many 
of the Earth’s original atomic nuclei with their spins 
pointing in a particular direction. The small magnetic 
fields of so many nuclei would add up to a field large 
enough to account for the Earth’s magnetism. 

Immediately after their creation, the atoms would 
begin to collide due to normal thermal motions. With¬ 
in seconds these collisions would knock the nuclei out 
of their original alignment into a more random order. 

But the ordinary laws of electricity and magnetism 
would maintain the magnetic field by starting up a 
large electric current — billions of amperes — in the 
Earth’s conductive interior. The process is shown in 
Figure 2. 

Figure 1. Magnetic field of an atomic nucleus. Atoms of many 
elements, such as hydrogen, have spinning nuclei. Such a 
*D. Russell Humphreys has a Ph.D. in physics and is a physicist nucleus has a small magnetic field, like that of a small bar 

at Sandia National Laboratories, Albuquerque, NM 87185. magnet lined up with the spin axis. 
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Figure 2. The change from aligned nuclear spins to a circulating current in a planet, (a) God creates atomic nuclei with aligned 
spins, producing a magnetic field around the planet. (b) Ther mal collisions of atoms begin to disorient the spins, starting up an 
electric current in the interior which maintains the field, (c) A few seconds after creation, the nuclei are completely disoriented. 
The current is fully established, and the magnetic field is as strong as before. 


The electrical resistance of the interior would then 
cause the current and field to decay steadily over 
thousands of years down to the size they are today. 
The field would decrease exponentially , that is, by a 
fixed percentage per unit time (Figure 3). (Since read¬ 
ers of this Quarterly come from very diverse areas of 
science, I am italicizing and explaining the more tech¬ 
nical terms.) 

Dr. Thomas Barnes 2 has used 130 years of published 
magnetic field observations to show that the earth’s 
field indeed appears to be decaying exponentially at 
about five percent per century. He also showed that 
that decay rate corresponds to a reasonable value of 
electrical conductivity in the Earth’s core. 

In my article I calculated on the basis of the nuclear 
magnetism hypothesis that the Earth’s field at creation 
was about eighteen times stronger than it is now. This 
value agrees to within five percent with the value we 
get by extrapolating the field’s present decay rate 6000 
years into the past, well within the experimental error. 

A magnetic field generated and decaying in this way 
would have about the same shape as the field of a bar 
magnet. Such a field has only two poles (north and 
south), so physical scientists call it a dipole field. 
Most of the Earth’s field today is dipolar. 

So the nuclear magnetism idea, the short Biblical 
time scale, and an exponential decay all fit the main 
features of the Earth’s field rather well. After writing 
the first article, I began to wonder if God made the 
magnetic fields of the Sun, Moon, and planets in the 
same way, that is, by creating the nuclei with their 
spins lined up. 

Fortunatelv, the last decade of planetary exploration 
has produced much data against which to check the 
theory. The next three sections outline the theory. For 
details and references, see my previous article. In sec¬ 
tions 5-9 I apply the theory to the various solar system 
bodies and compare the results to the known magnetic 
field data. 


As well as I can tell, all of the data fall within the 
bounds of the theory. I hope that you, the reader, will 
find this as exciting as I do. 

Water: The Raw Material of Creation 
The strength of a dipole field’s source is called its 
magnetic moment. It is proportional to the amount of 
current circulating in the source and the area encircled 
by the current. The dipole magnetic moment of the 
earth today is 7.9 x 10 22 Joules per Tesla (1 J/T = 1 
Ampere-meter 2 = 1000 Gauss-cm 3 ). 3 > 4 

To calculate the magnetic moment of a planet at 
creation, we must know the original material. In the 
previous article I presented Scriptural evidence that 
God originally created the Earth as a sphere of pure 
water. One of the Scriptures is the last part of 2 Peter 
3:5 (NASB): “. . . and the earth was formed out of 
water and by water.” Shortly after that, God must 
have transformed much of the water into other matter, 
such as iron, silicon, minerals, and rock. 

I know of no explicit Scripture which says that God 
created the heavenly bodies in the same way He did 
the Earth. But there is a hint, perhaps. The Hebrew 
word translated “heavens” in Genesis 1 consists of two 
other Hebrew words which mean “there, waters.” 5 Let 
us assume that God created the Sun, Moon, and plan¬ 
ets as water, which He then transformed. 

Lining Up Nuclei 

The next thing we need to know is how much mag¬ 
netic moment water can have. How magnetic moments 
in a water molecule line up under normal circum¬ 
stances, and how God may have aligned them at crea¬ 
tion are discussed in this section. 

The magnetic moments of the 10 electrons in a water 
molecule cancel themselves out, so that their total con¬ 
tribution is zero. The magnetic moment of the oxygen 
nucleus is similarly zero. But the two hydrogen nuclei 
(protons) in the molecule each have a magnetic mo¬ 
ment of 1.41 X 10~ 26 J/T. 6 An external magnetic field 
(however slight) normally lines each pair of nuclei into 
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Figure 3. Exponential decay curve, plotted on two types of 
graph. (a) Ordinary graph with linear (evenly-spaced) 
scales. Time T is the characteristic decay time, (b) Log- 
linear graph, having a linear horizontal scale and a logarith¬ 
mic (compressed) vertical scale. An exponential decay is a 
straight line on such a graph. The magnetic fields of planets 
decay exponentially over thousands of years. 

one of four possible arrangements. Figure 4 shows the 
possibilities. A molecule in group (A) has its proton 
spins pointed in opposite directions, so that its total 
magnetic moment is zero. Chemists call this the para 
state. Molecules in groups (R), (C), and (D) are in 
what chemists call the ortho state. An ortho molecule 
has its proton spins pointing in the same direction, so 
that its total magnetic moment is 2.82 X 10 -26 J/T. 
The three types of ortho molecules have their magnetic 
moments parallel (B), opposed (C), or in random di¬ 
rections perpendicular (D) to the external field. 

In normal circumstances, the number of molecules 
in each of the four groups—three ortho and one para— 
is roughly equal. All the magnetic moments cancel 


out, so that water normally has no net magnetic mo¬ 
ment of its own. However, God was under no require¬ 
ment to create the water molecules in their normal 
order. For example, He could have created all the 
molecules with their proton magnetic moments lined 
up in a given direction, producing the maximum mag¬ 
netic moment possible from the protons. Or, He could 
have lined up the protons of the third ortho group 
(Figure 4(D)) along the field axis. Figure 5 shows this 
order. This would produce a field having one-fourth 
of the maximum strength with a minimum of deviation 
from the normal order. I do not know from Scripture 
what proportion of the protons God aligned in each 
case. In the previous article I put an arbitrary factor, 
k, into the equations. This alignment factor represents 
what fraction of the maximum field God chose. 

The maximum value of k is one; the minimum is 
zero. Ordering by whole subgroups would give pos¬ 
sible values of X, X, %, or 1. In the previous paper I 
assumed that k for the earth was X. I supported this 
choice by pointing out that it increases the molecular 
order with a minimum of perturbation from the normal 
alignment. But it is a subjective choice. In the absence 
of any better criterion, let us assume that k = 0.25 
unless we find out otherwise. 

Calculating the Fields 

The previous sections tell us everything we need to 
know to calculate a planet’s magnetic moment at crea¬ 
tion. It is simply the combined magnetic moment of all 
the aligned ortho water molecules. 

The magnetic moment of p w of an ortho molecule is 
2.82 X 10 -26 J/T (section 3). The total number of water 
molecules comprising the planet at creation is the 
planet’s mass m (in kg) divided by the mass m w of a 
water molecule, 2.992 X 10~ 26 kg. The factor k then 
gives us the fraction of aligned molecules. Putting all 
this together into an equation gives us the planet’s 
magnetic moment M c at creation (in J/T): 

M c = k(m/m w )/x w . (1) 

This equation works out numerically as: 

Me = k(0.9425^)m. (2) 

That is, every kilogram of water God created had a 
magnetic moment of nearly k Joules per Tesla. 

As I mentioned in the introduction, a large electric 
current would begin circulating in the planet’s interior 

Field 


D 
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Figure 4. Normal alignment of the hydrogen nuclei in water 
subjected to a weak magnetic field. Twenty-five percent of 
the water molecules are in each of the four possible states. 
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Figure 5. One possible special alignment of water protons at 
creation. This configuration would produce 25 percent of the 
maximum possible magnetic field with not much deviation 
from the normal order. 

around the magnetic field axis, replacing the alignment 
of protons within seconds. The current would then 
decay exponentially. 8 So the magnetic moment M at 
any time t after creation would be: 

M = M c exp(—t/T). (3) 

Here T is the decay time , the time it takes for the field 
to decrease to 36.8 percent of any given value (Figure 
3). Me is the magnetic moment at creation given in 
equations (1) and (2). A planetary core of radius R 
(in meters) and uniform electrical conductivity cr (in 
mhos per meter) would have a decay time of: 9 

T = (/x 0 crR 2 /7r 2 ) seconds, (4) 

where fx 0 is the magnetic permeability (47 t X 10 -7 
henry per meter). 

Equations (1) or (2) can tell us the original magnetic 
moment of a planet. Measurements give us the present 
value. A straightforward reading of Scripture can give 
us the time t between creation and now. We can then 
solve equation (3) to give us the decay time of the 
planet’s field: 


T ln(M c /M)‘ (5 ) 

We can use this calculated decay time in equation (4) 
to calculate the average electrical conductivity of the 
planet’s core: 

O- = 7T 2 T/fJL 0 R 2 . (6) 

If we have a reasonable estimate of the core radius, 
we can tell whether equation (6) gives us a reasonable 
value for the conductivity. 

The Earth 

Figure 6 shows how the Earth’s measured dipole 
magnetic moment has decreased over the last 150 
years. 10 ’ 11 The best fit to the data occurs with a decay 
time of: 

T — 2049 ± 79 years (data). (7) 

The best-fit line gives a magnetic moment for the year 
1980 A.D. of: 

M = (7.94 ± 0.05) X 10 22 J/T (data). (8) 

Table I contains a summary of the relevant solar sys¬ 
tem measurements. 12 Using the table’s value for the 
Earth’s mass in equation (1) with k = 0.25 (section 3) 


gives my theory’s estimate of the Earth’s magnetic mo¬ 
ment at creation: 

M c = 1.41 X 10 24 J/T (theory). (9) 

If the chronologic geneologies of Genesis 5 and 11 
have no gaps in them, then the date of creation was 
about 4000 B.C. 13 That would mean that the Earth in 
1980 A.D. had an age of about 5980 years. Using these 
values in equation (5) gives this theory’s estimate of 
the decay time of the Earth’s magnetic field: 

T = 2075 years (theory). (10) 

This value agrees with the measured value in (7) to 
better than two percent, well within the experimental 
error. Using the experimental decay time (7) and the 
measured core radius 14 of 3471 km in equation (6) gives 
us an estimate of the Earth’s average core conductivity: 
41900 ± 1600 mhos/meter. This value is close to esti¬ 
mated conductivities of some materials under core 
conditions. 15 
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Figure 6. Observed values of the Earth’s magnetic dipole mo¬ 
ment since 1829 A.D. A straight line on this log-linear graph 
implies an exponential decay. The straight line shown is the 
best (least-squares) fit to the data. The data are tabulated in 
reference 1 which come from references 10 and 11. This in¬ 
cludes eight new points since Barnes’ paper (Ref. 2). 

The Sun 

The Sun has the largest magnetic moment of any 
object in the solar system. The fields at its surface are 
usually complex. They are very strong in some places, 
especially near sunspots. The Sun’s magnetic fields 
and sunspot activity go through a fairly regular 22-year 
cycle. 16 When the number of sunspots is at a mini¬ 
mum, the Sun’s general magnetic field is nearly di¬ 
polar. 17 At that time, according to spectroscopic ob¬ 
servations, the Sun’s magnetic moment has its maxi¬ 
mum value: 18-20 

M « 3.5 X 10 29 J/T (data). (11) 

This value is only approximate because no space probe 
has orbited the Sun to make more accurate measure¬ 
ments. 

The magnetic moment does not stay at this peak 
level long. Over a period of years it steadily decreases 
to zero, reverses direction, and begins to increase 
again. Eleven years after the first peak the dipole mo- 
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ment is again at a maximum, this time in the opposite 
direction. After another 11 years the dipole moment 
and direction are as they were at first. So the Sun's 
field reverses itself once every 11 years. If the solar 
cycle has stayed the same since creation, the field has 
reversed more than 500 times. If we now use the solar 
mass of Table I in equation (1) with k = 0.25, we get 
the following value for the solar magnetic moment at 
creation: 

M c = 4.65 X 10 29 J/T (theory). (12) 

This value is only about 25 percent higher than the 
latest observed peak. If this theory is correct, the Sun’s 
magnetic field has not changed much since creation. 
The Sun's energies churn up the field, reversing it pe¬ 
riodically, but they have not made the magnetic mo¬ 
ment any larger. Instead, the churning seems to have 
decreased the field a bit. Using the values above in 
equation (5) gives an effective decay time of about 
19000 years. I call this an “effective" decay time be¬ 
cause it is shorter than the time we would calculate 
simply from equation (4). It means that the reversal 
cycles dissipate more energy than a simple decay does. 
This picture of the Sun's magnetic cycle differs from 
the one evolutionists imagine. They want to have solar 
and planetary fields maintaining themselves by a dy¬ 
namo (self-generating) process for billions of years. 21 

To accomplish this, the fluid motions in the Sun 
would have to crank as much energy into the magnetic 
field as various loss mechanisms dissipate. But no dy¬ 
namo theory at present is mathematically specific 
enough to determine such quantities. In contrast to 
the dynamo theories, equation (12) implies that the 
field loses more than whatever it might gain, making 
the peak moment decrease a little each cycle. Figure 
7 illustrates the difference. If the Sun is a dynamo, the 
engine does not seem to be chugging. The dynamo 
is running down. 



Figure 7. The variation of the Sun’s magnetic moment accord¬ 
ing to (a) dynamo theories, (b) this theory. If the peak 
magnetic moments are indeed decreasing, then the Sun does 
not have a self-generating dynamo. 

The Moon 

Today the Moon has very little, if any, magnetic 
moment of its own. An analysis of the Apollo 15 lunar 
orbiter data sets the following upper limit on the 
Moon's present dipole moment: 22 


M < 1.3 X 10 15 J/T (data). (13) 

But the Moon once had a strong magnetic field in the 
past. Lunar rock samples brought back by the Apollo 
crews had a natural remanent (permanent) magnetiza¬ 
tion acquired by cooling in an external magnetic field. 
Some of the rocks were basalt, formed from cooling 
lava. Others were breccia , fragments probably pressed 
together by meteorite impacts. All magnetically tested 
samples had a remanent magnetization. 23 But only a 
few were chemically stable enough to measure the 
ancient field intensity by the most accurate method. 24 
The most accurately measured basalt is sample num¬ 
ber 62235, taken by the Apollo 16 astronauts near the 
Descartes highlands. 25 The basalt had been in a field 
of about 0.12 milliteslas (1.2 Gauss) when it cooled 
down. This intensity would be produced by a lunar 
magnetic moment of about: 

M x « 6.3 X 10 21 J/T (data). (14) 

The best-measured breccia is sample number 15498, 
taken by the Apollo 15 crew from Dune crater near the 
Lunar Appenines. 26 It was in a 2100 nanotesla (0.021 
Gauss) field during the meteorite impact. This corre¬ 
sponds to a lunar dipole moment of about: 

M 2 ~ 1.1 X 10 20 J/T (data). (15) 

I have assumed that these samples were near the 
magnetic equator when they cooled. If they were not, 
the dipole moments could be up to 50 percent smaller. 
Local irregularities in the ancient field could easily 
give a 50 percent error the other way, too. Most of 
the field intensities measured by the other (less accu¬ 
rate) methods give results between these two values. 
How do these values compare with the theory? Using 
the mass of the Moon (Table 1) and k = 0.25 in equa¬ 
tion (1) gives us the magnetic moment of the Moon at 
creation: 

M c = 1.73 X 10 22 J/T (theory). (16) 

Using this value and the present value (13) in equation 
(5) shows that the decay time of the Moon's field is 
less than 364 years. This is a very short decay time. 
But it is a reasonable value, because the Moon has a 
very small core. Seismic measurements on the Moon 
give a core radius of about 350 km, which is consistent 
with other estimates. 27 Using this radius and the above 
decay time in equation (6) shows that the Moon's aver¬ 
age core conductivity is less than 30000 mhos/meter. 
This is about 75 percent of the value we got for the 
Earth's core. Such agreement is very close, considering 
the fact that small impurities can easily change the 
conductivity of a substance by an order of magnitude. 
It implies that the Earth and Moon could have similar 
core compositions. 

We can now use the above decay time in equation 
(5) to estimate how long after creation the two lunar 
rocks were formed. Using the values (14) and (15) in 
turn for M in equation (5), and solving for t gives a 
formation time of less than 370 years after creation for 
the basalt and less than 1840 years for the breccia. 
Figure 8 shows the various times and dipole moments. 
The lava forming the basalt flowed less than a few 
centuries after creation. According to Genesis 5 and 
7, the Flood occurred 1656 years after creation. So the 
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meteorite forming the breccia hit the Moon less than a 
few centuries after the Genesis Flood. 

Evolutionists have disagreed among themselves over 
how to solve what one called “the enigma of lunar 
magnetism/’ 28 One faction points out that the data re¬ 
quire a field source inside the Moon. 29 They deduce 
from this that the Moon had a dynamo which later 
stopped. The other faction says that the Moon could 
never have had a dynamo. 30 First, its present slow ro¬ 
tation and small core are incompatible with most dy¬ 
namo models. Second, current evolutionary theories 
cannot allow a molten core in the Moons early history. 
Yet a molten core is essential to the dynamo theory. 
So this group keeps trying to find ways that some ex¬ 
ternal field could have magnetized the Moon rocks. 
Both groups have started from a good point and then 
reached wrong conclusions. The Moon’s field had an 
internal source, but it was not a dynamo. It was just an 
electric current running down . Here we have a simple 
creationist solution to a “paradox” 31 that has puzzled 
evolutionists for a decade. 



Figure 8. Decay of the Moon’s magnetic moment. The present 
value is an upper limit. The initial value is from this theory. 
The values Mi and M 2 are rough (factor of two) estimates of 
the lunar magnetic moment from the measured natural rem¬ 
anent magnetization of two lunar rocks (Ref. 23 and 25). 
The times for Mi and M 2 are estimated from the decay curve. 

The Inner Planets 

The Mariner 10 flybys of Mercury in 1974 and 1975 
showed that the planet has a small but definite mag¬ 
netic field. That surprised dynamo theorists, who had 
expected no field at all 32 because of the planet’s slow 
rotation. Mercury’s lack of an atmosphere and an iono¬ 
sphere make analysis of even a small field relatively 
simple. The magnetic dipole moment is: 33 

M = (4.8 ± 0.3) X 10 19 J/T (data). (17) 

Using k = 0.25 and Mercury’s mass (Table 1) in equa¬ 
tion (1) gives us its magnetic moment at creation: 


Me - 7.5 X 10 22 J/T (theory). (18) 

These two values, put into equation (5), give a decay 
time of about 813 years. From Mercury’s density and 
other data, planetologists estimate that it has a fairly 
dense core with a radius of about 1830 km. 34 Using 
this radius and this decay time in equation (6) gives us 
an average conductivity for Mercury’s core of 60000 
mhos/meter. This value is of the same order of mag¬ 
nitude as the core conductivities of the Earth and 
Moon. 

Mercury’s magnetism is a problem for dynamo theo¬ 
rists: 

. . . the very existence of the field is puzzling. If 
Mercury can maintain a steady dipole field, the 
earth, which rotates 59 times as fast and has a core 
twice as large, should be able to sustain more com¬ 
plicated fields. 35 

Again, this theory gives a simple answer to what 
seemed a difficult problem. 

Measurements from both American and Russian 
space probes show small magnetic fields around Venus. 
Unlike Mercury, however, Venus has an atmosphere 
which complicates the analysis of small fields. At pres¬ 
ent, scientists feel that the planet’s magnetosphere 
(ionosphere and solar wind) generates much of the ob¬ 
served field. If that is so, then the internally-generated 
magnetic moment of Venus is less than: 36 ’ 37 

M < 10 19 J/T (data). (19) 

Using k = 0.25 and the planet’s mass (Table 1) in equa¬ 
tion (1) gives us the dipole moment of Venus at crea¬ 
tion: 

Me = 1.15 X 10 24 J/T (theory). (20) 

This implies, by equation (5), a decay time of less than 
513 years. If the core radius is about 2700 km, 38 this 
rapid decay implies from equation (6) that the core 
conductivity of Venus is less than 17000 mhos/meter. 

Dynamo theorists say that the slow rotation of Venus 
explains its low field. But our creationist theory offers 
an explanation which is at least as good: that the core 
of Venus is less than half as conductive as the Earth’s. 
The various space missions to Mars have shown that 
it, like Venus, has a small magnetic field. The upper 
limit to its dipole moment is: 39 

M < 2.1 X 10 18 J/T (data). (21) 

Again, using k — 0.25 in equation (1) gives the dipole 
moment of Mars at creation: 

M c = 1.51 X 10 23 J/T (theory). (22) 

These values imply a decay time of less than 535 years. 
Using an estimated core radius of 1750 km shows that 
Mars’ core conductivity is less than 43000 mhos/meter. 

This is about the same as the Earth’s conductivity. 
So for the Moon and the terrestrial planets, we find 
similar core conductivities. But the dynamo theories 
do not produce such consistency: 

Mars has no field, although it rotates more than 
50 times as fast as Mercury. If Mar’s core is com¬ 
parable in size to Mercury’s, as some workers have 
argued on the basis of the mean density of the 
planet, the absence of a field on Mars and the 
presence of one on Mercury is baffling. 40 
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Table I 

Solar System Physical Data 
From Reference 12 


Number 

Body 

Mass 

(kg) 

Av. Radius 
(km) 

Av. Density 
(g/cm 3 ) 

Rotation Period 
(days) 

i 

Sun 

1.991 x 10 so 

695950 

1.410 

24.66 

2 

Mercury 

3.181 x 10 23 

2433 

5.431 

58.82 

3 

Venus 

4.883 X 10 24 

6053 

5.256 

244.59 

4 

Earth 

5.979 x 10 24 

6371 

5.519 

1.00 

5 

Moon 

7.354 x 10 22 

1738 

3.342 

27.40 

6 

Mars 

6.418 x 10 23 

3380 

3.907 

1.03 

7 

Jupiter 

1.901 x 10 27 

69758 

1.337 

0.41 

8 

Saturn 

5.684 x 10 26 

58219 

0.688 

0.43 

9 

Uranus 

8.682 x 10 23 

23470 

1.603 

0.45 

10 

Neptune 

1.027 x 10 26 

22716 

2.272 

0.66 

11 

Pluto 

(1.08 ± 1.00) x 10 24 

5700 

1.65 ± 1.57 

6.41 


In summary, the creation/decay theory explains the 
magnetism of the inner planets more consistently than 
the dynamo theory does. 

The Outer Planets 

Jupiter is the largest and most massive object orbit¬ 
ing the Sun. The Pioneer and Voyager missions to this 
awesome planet showed that it also has an intense 
magnetic field. Its magnetic moment is second only to 
the Sun's: 41 

M = 1.55 X 10 27 J/T (data). (23) 

If we use our arbitrary value of k — 0.25 in equation 
(1) to calculate Jupiter's magnetic moment at creation, 
we get a value less than this. The minimum alignment 
fraction which will give the present field is 0.87. But 
since the field must have decayed at least somewhat 
since creation, the fraction must have been greater. If 
we use the maximum alignment fraction, k = 1.0, then 
we get a maximum value for Jupiter's magnetic mo¬ 
ment at creation: 

M c < 1.79 X 10 27 J/T (theory). (24) 

So it looks as if God pulled out nearly all the organ 
stops when He orchestrated Jupiter. Not only did He 
create a larger mass of water, but He lined up more 
than 90 percent of the water's hydrogen nuclei. These 
two values imply that Jupiter's decay time is greater 
than 41000 years. 

We have no direct measurements on Jupiter's core 
radius R yet. But we can use Jupiter's average surface 
radius R s , 70000 km, to express the average core con¬ 
ductivity of equation (6) as a function of R/R s : 

O- = (7T 2 T//x 0 R 2 s)(R s /R) 2 . (25) 

Using the above decay time in (25) gives us a minimum 
value for Jupiter's core conductivity: 

or > (R s /R) 2 (2100 mhos/meter). (26) 

From Jupiter's low density and equatorial bulge, plan- 
etologists estimate that it is mostly hydrogen and some 
helium, with a rocklike inner core. The hydrogen is 
probably in a liquid state (possibly metallic also) below 
about 0.8 jovian radii from the center. 42 Using this in 
equation (26) shows that the average core conductivity 
is greater than 3000 mhos/meter. This value is some¬ 


what lower than theoretical estimates of the conduc¬ 
tivity of liquid metallic hydrogen. But it is consistent 
with the estimated conductivity of liquid molecular 
hydrogen. 43 At present there are not enough experi¬ 
mental data on the conductivity of hydrogen at high 
pressures and temperatures to shed further light. 

Saturn is also a low-density planet like Jupiter, but 
somewhat smaller. Pioneer 11 measurements show 
that its magnetic moment is: 44 > 45 

M = 4.3 X 10 25 J/T (data). (27) 

Using k = 0.25 and Saturn's mass from Table 1 gives 
its magnetic moment at creation: 

M c - 1.34 X 10 20 J/T (theory). (28) 

These two values give a decay time of 5300 years. 
Using an average surface radius of 58000 km in equa¬ 
tion (25) gives Saturn's average core conductivity: 

cr = (R s /R) 2 (390 mhos/meter). (29) 

If the core radius is about 0.6 Saturn radii, 40 its average 
conductivity is about 1100 mhos/meter. So the two 
gas giant planets have similar core conductivities ac¬ 
cording to this theory. 

Until Voyager 2 flies past Uranus in January 1986, 
we will not have any direct measurements of that 
planet's magnetic field. However, observations of 
ultraviolet light from atomic hydrogen in the atmos¬ 
phere of Uranus provide good indirect evidence that 
the planet does have a field. 47 Using the mass from 
Table I and assuming that k = 0.25 gives Uranus' mag¬ 
netic moment at creation: 

M c = 2.05 X 10 25 J/T (theory). (30) 

The maximum value (for k — 1.0) according to this 
theory would be 8.18 X 10 25 J/T. One recent specula¬ 
tive model of Uranus has a dense core of about 8000 
km radius surrounded by an icy mantle. 48 If the core 
conductivity is similar to that of the inner planets, it 
would be of the order of 10 4 mhos/meter. In that case, 
according to equation (3), (4), and (30), the present di¬ 
pole moment of Uranus would be of the order of 10 24 
J/T. 

Voyager 2 may go on to a rendezvous with Neptune, 
the eighth planet, in late 1989. If it is successful, it 
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will provide the only measurements to date on Nep¬ 
tune’s magnetic field. Using the Table I value for 
Neptune’s mass and k = 0.25 gives an estimate of Nep¬ 
tune’s magnetic moment at creation: 

M c = 2.42 X 10 25 J/T (theory). (31) 

The maximum value (for k — 1.0) would be 9.68 X 
10 25 J/T. Neptune is supposed to have a core and icy 
mantle similar to those of Uranus. 49 If that model is 
correct, we would expect Neptune to have a similar 
present magnetic moment, of the order of 10 24 J/T. 

If Neptune does have a field, it would make some 
difficulties for the dynamo theorists, because its core 
is supposed to be solid. A solid conductive core is no 
hindrance to the creationist theory, but it is to the dy¬ 
namo theory. 

Voyager 2 is not scheduled to visit Pluto, the ninth 
planet. We do not even know its mass very well. From 
the Table I value and k = 0.25’ we estimate its mag¬ 
netic moment at creation as: 

M c = (2.55 ± 2.37) X 10 24 J/T (theory). (32) 

Pluto’s density indicates that it is mostly ice, which 
has a low conductivity. If that is so, we would not 
expect Pluto to have any appreciable magnetic mo¬ 
ment at present. 

In summary, the magnetism of the outer planets falls 
within the bounds of our creationist theory. Jupiter’s 
huge field is close to, but under, the limit set by using 
k = 1.0 in the theory. Saturn’s field is more typical. 
The theory indicates that both .planets have similar 
core conductivities, which is consistent with their simi¬ 
lar structure. The upcoming Voyager 2 visits to Ura¬ 
nus and Neptune offer a chance to further test the 
creationist and evolutionist theories. If either of the 
two planets has a field stronger than the k = 1.0 limit, 
it would be evidence against the creationist theory. On 
the other hand, if either planet lacks a conductive fluid 
interior and yet has a sizable field, it would weigh 
heavily against the dynamo theory. 


Conclusions 

Table II and Figure 9 summarize the magnetic field 
data. The magnetic dipole moments cover a very wide 
range, from 10 15 J/T to 10 30 J/T. All the data fall 
within the bounds of the theory I am presenting. No 
solar system body yet measured has a magnetic mo¬ 
ment greater than the k — 1.0 limit. Yet all of the 
bodies show evidence of having once had a magnetic 
moment a sizable fraction of that limit. 

Evolutionists often say that creationist theories are 
not ‘real science” because, they claim, such theories 
make no predictions which can be tested. But in this 
theory we have a counterexample to their claim. Here 
are some specific predictions of the theory which could 
be tested by future data from space missions: 

1. Older igneous rocks from Mercury or Mars 
should have natural remanent magnetization, as the 
Moon’s rocks do. 

2. Mercury’s decay rate is so rapid that some future 
probe could detect it fairly soon. In 1990 the planet’s 
magnetic moment should be 1.8 percent smaller than 
its 1975 value. 

3. The upcoming Voyager 2 encounters with Ura¬ 
nus and Neptune should show planetary magnetic mo¬ 
ments less than the k — 1.0 limit: 8.2 X 10 25 J/T for 
Uranus and 9.7 X 10 25 J/T for Neptune. 

There are several important points I want to em¬ 
phasize: 

Magnetic reversals are not conclusive proof of a self- 
generating dynamo. In section 6 we saw that though 
the Sun’s energies reverse its field periodically, the 
present field is no stronger than the created field. Ap¬ 
plying this to the Earth’s field means that evidence for 
possible reversals in the past does not contradict the 
creation-decay theory. The Earth’s field could, for ex¬ 
ample, have decayed steadily from creation to the 
Flood, reversed rapidly many times during the up¬ 
heavals of the Flood’ and afterwards resumed its 
steady decay. 

This theory is more comprehensive than the dynamo 
theories. As far as I can tell, it explains everything the 
dynamo idea does, but in a simpler, more quantitative 


Table II 

Solar System Magnetic Data 


Number 

Body 

Magnetic Moment 
at Creation (J/T) 

Present Magnetic 
Moment (J/T) 

Decay Time 
(years) 

Core Radius 
(km) 

Core Conductivity 
(mho/meter) 

i 

Sun 

4.7 x 10 29 

3.5 x 10 29 

19000 



2 

Mercury 

7.5 x 10 22 

4.8 X 10 19 

810 

1800 

60000 

3 

Venus 

1.2 x 10 24 

<1.0 x 10 19 

<510 

2700 

<17000 

4 

Earth 

1.4 x 10 24 

7.9 x 10 22 

2075 

3480 

42000 

5 

Moon 

1.7 x 10 22 

<1.3 x 10 15 

<360 

350 

<30000 

6 

Mars 

1.5 x 10 23 

<2.1 x 10 18 

<540 

1750 

<43000 

7 

Jupiter 

1.8 x 10 27 

1.6 x 10 27 

>41000 

56000 

>3000 

8 

Saturn 

1.3 x 10 2 « 

4.3 x 10 25 

5300 

35000 

>1100 

9 

Uranus 

2.1 x 10 25 





10 

Neptune 

2.4 x 10 25 





11 

Pluto 

2.6 x 10 24 






Magnetic moments at creation are from this theory with k = 0.25, except for the case of Jupiter, where k — 1.0. Present magnetic 
moments are measured values. D?cay times are deduced from created and present moments. Core radii of the Earth and Moon are 
measured; all others are estimates from current planetary models. Core electrical conductivities are deduced from other items. The 
deduced decay time for the Earth agrees well with the observed decay time of 2049 ± 79 years. 
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Figure 9. Magnetic moments in the solar system since creation. 
The initial values come from this theory. The present values 
are from experimental measurements. Triangles represent 
measured upper limits. 

way. It also explains the presence of a field on Mer¬ 
cury, the absence of one on Mars, and the former field 
of the Moon—all of which puzzle evolutionists. 

The solar system is young . It would be impossible 
to understand the field strengths of the Earth, Moon, 
and inner planets on the basis of this theory without a 
time scale of roughly 6000 years. 

Water was the raw material of creation. This theory 
would not work using the present composition of the 
solar system. The nuclei of the Moon and inner planets 
have too little magnetic moment. The hydrogen nuclei 
of the Sun and outer planets have too much. Only the 
proportion of hydrogen in an equal mass of water gives 
the right results. 

The Bible is scientifically accurate. A straightfor¬ 
ward reading of Scripture supplied the essentials of 
this theory; the possibility of initial alignment, the 
water composition, and the short time scale. The fact 
that the theory fits the facts shows that the scientist 
can rely on the Bible for new insight into the natural 
world. 

Finally, notice that we find magnetic fields of the 
right magnitudes throughout the solar system. This 
may be true throughout the whole universe. I have 
done “back of the envelope” calculations for white 
dwarf stars, which have the strongest magnetic fields 
yet observed in nature. Although the subject of stellar 
magnetic fields properly belongs to another paper, the 
theory appears to fit them, too. 

In this light we see that what one evolutionist called 
“the ubiquity of magnetic fields” in the cosmos™ is 
really a clue to creation. It is the Creators signature 
upon his artistry. 

“The heavens declare the glory of God, 

And the expanse shows forth His handiwork.” 

Psalm 19:1. 
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QUOTE 


Lecturing in the fourteenth-century medieval universities consisted of reading the books of a prominent ancient 
author, very often Aristotle, and commenting on the text. This had by then been an old tradition going back to 
Hellenistic times and in particular to Muslim schools. One of Aristotle’s scientific books which was most often 
commented upon was his cosmology, called On the Heavens. There Aristotle most explicitly states that the world 
is eternal and that its motion, and in particular the daily circular motion of the sphere of stars, is also eternal be¬ 
cause the world is and must be uncreated, that is, without a beginning. Whatever else the Prime Mover of Aris¬ 
totle was, he was not a Creator. Aristotle had only scorn for the idea of creation out of nothing. For Aristotle, 
the world, the universe, the cosmos, was the ultimate entity, likely identical in its better or celestial parts with the 
Prime Mover himself. The cosmos, according to Aristotle, had necessarily to be what it is—in no way could the 
Prime Mover fashion, let alone create, a different universe. 

Newton’s first law was formulated by medieval schoolmen in reaction against such and similar statements of 
Aristotle and of other pagan classical scholars who held those statements to be absolute dogmas. The eternity 
and uncreatedness of the universe was indeed the chief dogma of all pagan religions, old and new, crude and 
refined. The medieval reaction to that dogma was, as one could expect it, made in terms of the first dogma of 
Christian Creed, the dogma of creation of all time, that is, in the beginning. How productive and fruitful that 
reaction was for science can be seen in John Buridan’s commentaries on Aristotle’s On the Heavens. After re¬ 
jecting Aristotle’s doctrine on the eternity of motion, Buridan wrote: “In the beginning when God made the 
heaven and the earth, He imparted a certain amount of impetus (motion) to the stars which impetus they still keep 
because they move in a space where there is no friction.” This statement, which is essentially equivalent to 
Newton’s first law, reappeared in many medieval lecture notes and appeared in print many times before Descartes 
came to the scene. 

Jaki, Stanley L. 1984. God and man’s science: a view of Creation in The Christian vision: man in society. Lynne 
Morris, editor. The Hillsdale College Press. Hillsdale, MI, pp. 42, 43. 



150 


CREATION RESEARCH SOCIETY QUARTERLY 


SPECIAL FEATURE 

RECORDED INSTANCES OF WRONG-ORDER FORMATIONS OR 
PRESUMED OVERTHRUSTS IN THE UNITED STATES: 

A BIBLIOGRAPHY —PART II 

Walter E. Lammerts* 

Received 16 November 1983; Revised 9 June 1984 
Introduction 

These lists are being published in order to give our readers some idea of the large number of areas in the 
United States in which thrust faults had been reported through the mid-1950’s when the list was compiled. When 
it is realized that the only reason these are called thrust fault areas is that strata considered geologically older 
because of the fossils which they contain are lying on top of younger strata and that many of these areas are 
quite extensive, it becomes clear that the stratified rocks certainly do not always show a progression from rela¬ 
tively simple organisms to more complex ones. And of course since the 1950’s many more thrust faults have been 
reported and carefully studied. It should furthermore be remembered that a number of these have been investi¬ 
gated and reported in our quarterlies and in no case was there any physical evidence for actual thrusting found. 
Hopefully someone of our geologically minded readers living near one of these areas may wish to make a study 
of it and report to us what he actually found as evidence for thrusting. 
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REPORT OF 1984 BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 


Board members had been encouraged to arrive on 
Thursday, 26 April; and a meeting of the Executive 
Committee was held Thursday evening. During the 
morning and afternoon of Friday, 27 April, the new 
Research, Quarterly, Publications, Constitution, and 
Financial Committees held meetings. 

The official annual meeting of the board was opened 
at 1900 hours Friday, 27 April, by President Rusch at 
Concordia College, Ann Arbor, MI. Present: W. Frair, 
D. Gish, G. Plowe, D. Kaufmann, J. Klotz, R. Korthals, 
J. Meyer, J. Moore, G. Mulfinger, W. Rusch, H. Slush- 
er, N. Smith, E. Williams, G. Wolfrom, P. Zimmerman. 
Absent by prior arrangement: H. Armstrong, D. Boy- 
lan, C. Burdick. Also present were about 25 visitors 
including some students from University of Michigan. 

Minutes of the 1983 Board of Directors meeting 
were read and approved. The secretary reported that 
181 votes had been cast in election of the following 
for three-year terms on the C.R.S. board: Clifford L. 
Burdick, Wayne Frair, George Howe, John R. Meyer, 
John N. Moore, George Mulfinger. Additionally, 
David A. Kaufmann was elected to fill the two-year 
unexpired term of Thomas G. Barnes. The election 
report was accepted. 

Vice-President Howe explained the research fund, 
indicating that research activities were to be supported 
using only interest from the fund. History of the Re¬ 
search Committee was presented. The 1983 projects 
of Smith at the G.E.S. (Grassland Experiment Station) 
were the first research resulting from either of the field 
stations. There is progress on the establishment of the 
G.C.E.S. (Grand Canyon Experiment Station). 

Howe further presented work by Williams and him¬ 
self in removing some Grand Canyon rock. Two dif¬ 
ferent techniques will be used by other participants in 
this investigation to determine whether fossil pollen 
grains can be found in this rock. 

Smith gave a slide presentation on 1983 activities at 
the G.E.S. This included a study of “Survival of Fresh¬ 
water and Saltwater Organisms in a Heterogeneous 
Flood Model Experiment.” 

After this Meyer gave some impressions (illustrated 
with slides) about the G.C.E.S. including the possible 
origins of the sedimentary strata in that region and of 
the Grand Canyon. 

Mr. David Golisch, president of the Detroit Science 
Association, greeted the audience and said they were 
pleased to participate in the 20-year anniversary cele¬ 
bration of the Creation Research Society. For the oc¬ 
casion a special decorated cake had been made, and it 
was enjoyed during an intermission. 

Mulfinger reported that during 1983-1984 $1735 
were received from sale of 467 books, and of 1000 total 
copies of the thermodynamics monograph 411 still re¬ 
mained. To print the 152-page astronomy monograph 
$3100 was expended. The next monograph, entitled 
The Argument, by Rusch, should be completed in the 
summer of 1984. 

The Secretary read the editor s report indicating that 
Volume 20 of the Quarterly consisted of 244 pages. 
Armstrong had expressed appreciation for the coopera¬ 
tion extended by authors, printers, and everyone with 


whom he had worked as Editor of the Quarterly for 
ten years. 

Editor Williams reported that he intends to have 
more invited papers, many of which hopefully will 
summarize the author^ research published in earlier 
papers. The editor prefers that papers be no more 
than ten Quarterly pages long; and he does not antici¬ 
pate reprinting papers of any kind. At least two re¬ 
viewers will check each submitted manuscript and 
good reasons for accepting or rejecting will be ex¬ 
pected. 

At this time Dr. David Schmiel, president of Con¬ 
cordia College welcomed the C.R.S. and offered his 
encouragement. 

The treasurer's report indicated that the 1983-1984 
total income was $76,891.80 and total expenditures 
$62,408.98. Total cash assets equal $133,015.23. The 
Society is receiving about $1000/month interest on its 
investments, but the general fund has decreased from 
about $20,000 to $11,000, a matter which should be of 
some concern to the organization. 

The membership report showed a total of 608 voting 
members; 889 sustaining members; 178 student mem¬ 
bers; 66 senior memberships; 107 subscriptions; 210 
library, 25 school, 4 church, and 33 free subscriptions, 
for a total of 2120. The number of voting members 
increased. Financial problems occur particularly with 
clearance of checks written on foreign banks; the bank 
charge for collecting from such a check often comes 
close to or even exceeds the value of the check itself. 
At each mailing about 30 Quarterlies are returned be¬ 
cause apparently the addressees no longer are at those 
addresses. To send a Quarterly to Canada costs $.23 
more than to an addressee in the United States. 

The textbook report from Rusch indicated that work 
was proceeding. The book will contain a signature of 
color photographs; and these were available for view¬ 
ing. 

The meeting was adjourned at 2200 hours. 

On 28 April the meeting was opened at 0835 hours 
by President Rusch who called for a time of silent 
prayer. In his report for the Research Committee 
Chairman Howe said that the C.R.S. owns a stereo¬ 
zoom binocular scope as well as camera equipment. 
Howe is willing to photograph any materials for those 
who need them. Also Williams indicated that he has 
access to a scanning electron microscope; and those 
wishing to pursue projects may obtain grant money 
through the Research Committee. At the G.C.E.S. they 
hope soon to drill a well to an estimated depth of 100- 
150' at a total cost of $1300-$2250. Howe and Meyer 
will go to the site in late July and early August; and 
they expect to fence the property and have a sign 
erected. Also some research on squirrels as well as 
lichens may be conducted. Smith has been authorized 
to spend up to $200 for summer help in continuing 
studies at the G.E.S. and the erection of a sign. 

For the Quarterly Editorial Committee Williams re¬ 
ported that since the Quarterly costs about $100/page, 
voluntary page charges will be recommended to au¬ 
thors. Moore will have a regular column which may 
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be three-four pages long. There was discussion of in¬ 
dexing of the Quarterly. 

The Publications Committee report by Mulfinger in¬ 
cluded a plea to encourage distribution of C.R.S. 
books. The Constitution Committee report was given 
by Kaufmann. 

The following motions were passed; 

1. Adoption of the new Article II of the bylaws 
with the added stipulation of a 75-year age limit 
for election to the Board of Directors; 

2. A triennial photograph of the board be taken, 
placed in the archives, and retained in the file 
of the secretary; 

3. Individual photographs of C.R.S. officers be 
published in the Quarterly as soon as practical 
and that future new officers should likewise be 
published; 

4. There be a $2.00/year dues increase for each 
category effective 1 June 1984; 

5. It be stipulated on the membership application 
that all foreign subscriptions must be paid in 
U. S. funds, drawn on a bank with a U. S. office; 

6. There is endorsement of the principle of adding 
to the membership application provisions for 
donations to further the work of the C.R.S.; 

7. Details should be worked out for offering a life 
membership at $250; 

8. All income received from life memberships be 
invested in a special fund, with only the interest 
to be used for the operation of the C.R.S. The 
principal is to form an endowment fund, the ex¬ 
penditure of which would take place only at the 
specific direction of the C.R.S. Board of Direc¬ 
tors to meet an emergency situation; 

9. The monograph fund and C.R.S. Books fund be 
combined into one C.R.S. Books fund; 

10. The location of the next board meeting be in 
Ann Arbor, MI, on 26-27 April 1985; 

11. The C.R.S. endorses preparation of a rebuttal 
to the American Museum of Natural History an¬ 
thropology exhibit, funding to be from outside 
sources, the Executive Committee being respon¬ 
sible for final approval of this written material 
(no new exhibits to be involved); 

12. Persons listed elsewhere in this issue be nomi¬ 
nated to the Board of Directors, starting their 
terms in 1985; 

13. All present officers be reelected; 

14. Wolfrom be designated membership secretary 
elect; 

15. Korthals and Moore be elected to Fellow; 

It was suggested that the president write commend¬ 
ing Armstrong for ten years of faithful service as editor. 

Members were advised to give John Meyer their re¬ 
quest for C.R.S. promotional brochures. 

Meeting was adjourned at 1405 hours. 

Wayne Frair, Secretary 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE III: 
MEMBERSHIP 

The following amendment to Article III: Member¬ 
ship has been proposed. It will be presented to the 
1985 meeting of the Board of Directors for action. 

Article III: Membership 

Section I — No change. 

Section II. Membership in the Creation Research So¬ 
ciety shall be in one of the following categories: 

(1) Voting: persons with an earned degree in a rec¬ 
ognized area of science or engineering at the 
Master's or Doctor s level. 

(2) Fellow: persons elected by the Board of Direc¬ 
tors at an annual meeting by a ballot vote. To be 
designated as a fellow an individual must receive 
a favorable vote of 2/3 of the members of the 
Board of Directors. Fellows have all the rights 
and privileges of voting membership but are ex¬ 
empted from the payment of dues. 

(3) Sustaining: persons who are interested in the 
work of the Society but who do not choose to be 
a voting member and/or who do not have a 
Master's or Doctor's degree in some area of sci¬ 
ence or engineering. Sustaining members have 
all rights and privileges except those of voting 
and holding office. 

(4) Life Member: voting or sustaining members 
who have made a single gift in amounts desig¬ 
nated by the Board of Directors to the Creation 
Research Society Endowment Fund and who are 
exempt from the payment of further annual dues. 

(5) Senior Member: voting and sustaining members 
who have reached the age of 65 and who are en¬ 
titled to membership at a reduced membership 
fee. 

(6) Student: persons matriculated in high school or 
college who wish to participate in the work of 
this Society. Student members are not entitled 
to vote or hold office. 

(7) Emeritus: persons who have served as officers 
or in other official capacities for the Society and 
who by reason of age, health or other conditions 
can no longer serve in such capacities. 

In addition there shall be a category of: 

(8) Subscriber: persons, schools, churches or organ¬ 
izations interested in the literature of the Society 
and its activities but not interested in or qualified 
for other membership categories. 

The following candidates have been nominated to 
the Board of Directors to serve beginning in 1985: 

Klotz, John W. 

Korthals, Richard G. 

Rusch, Wilbert H., Sr. 

Slusher, Harold S. 

Smith, E. Norbert 

Wolfrom, Glen W. 


. . . Rather, the scientist today sees himself as a demiurge, capable of formulating if not actually a religious sys¬ 
tem, at least a kind of open-ended absolute , a super-religion. He—the nuclear physicist, the neurosurgeon, the 
psychiatrist, the student of mysticism and the sacred—is aware that the various systems elaborated in the West 
since the Renaissance have failed to provide une vision d’ensemble , while the traditional religions and philoso¬ 
phies had been discredited (and lost their impact) since about the fourteenth century. The scientist is thus 
cast again in the role of Pascal's libertine interlocutors, frightened by infinite space, but this time without a Pas¬ 
cal's guidance toward faith . . . 

Molnar, Thomas. 1983. Science and the new gnosticism, Modern Age: A Quarterly Review 27:133-34. 
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BOOK REVIEWS 


Space by James A. Michener. 1982. Fawcett Crest, 
New York. 808 pages. 

Reviewed by Clifford L. Lillo* 

Creationists are not usually concerned with fiction, 
but the contents of Michener s current novel should be 
known by every creationist. The book text includes a 
conflict between evolution and anti-evolution forces. 
If it wei;e a fair presentation of actual events, even in 
a fictionalized form, it not only would do much to ac¬ 
quaint the reading public with the controversy but it 
could also be well recommended by creationists. How¬ 
ever, Michener has chosen to ridicule the evolution/ 
creation controversy by not presenting the facts, pre¬ 
ferring instead to introduce a character who takes a 
position against evolution purely for the financial gain 
it might provide. The character is a highly educated, 
extremely intelligent man who personally believes 
that evolution is factual, and therefore he does not in¬ 
vestigate the validity of creation science. Presumably, 
the same is true of Michener himself. 

Some of the contrasts between real life and this fic¬ 
tionalized version of the controversy are as follows: 

1. The anti-evolutionist, called Rev. Leopold Strabis¬ 
mus, reaps great financial rewards in appeals to 
radio listeners to contribute to his crusade. In real 
life, the dedicated scientists in the Creation Re¬ 
search Society accept no remuneration for their ser¬ 
vices. This is not to deny that there are people in 
real life who do what Strabismus does, but Miche¬ 
ner does not mention the CRS, nor for that matter 
the Institute for Creation Research nor the Bible- 
Science Association, thus giving the reader a very 
distorted view of those who oppose evolutionism. 

2. The character Strabismus does not undertake to 
show that creationism is more correct than evolu¬ 
tionism from a scientific standpoint. Instead, he 
makes it a science-religion fight. He heads a move¬ 
ment to stop the teaching of “evolution, geology, 
everything in science.” (p. 734) In many places 
where the movement is touched upon, Michener 
links evolution and geology, (pp. 704, 707, 752, 756) 
This would indicate to the thinking reader that the 
case against evolution must really be strong, since 
Michener evidently feels that he must link a true 
science like geology with it to gain the sympathy of 
the reader. There are not many people in the coun¬ 
try who think that the teaching of geology should 
be prohibited, and certainly the creationists do not 
advocate any such action. 

3. In California, according to the text, there was a 
movement “to ban the teaching of evolution out¬ 
right, or at least to require the parallel teaching of 
Biblical Genesis.” (p. 682) In Alabama the com¬ 
plaint is heard that “they are starting to pass laws” 
favoring creationism with the result that children 
“will not be allowed to learn the truth.” (p. 735) 
(The irony of the situation is readily apparent to 
creationists, who are fighting laws currently on the 
books in many states that do prevent children from 
being taught the truth of creationism.) 

^Clifford L. Lillo, BEE, M.A., receives his mail at 5519 Mi¬ 
chelle Drive, Torrance, CA 90503. 


4. Michener has also made a farce of the concept of 
evolution:creation debates. In the book he says: 

Several professors of geology volunteered to de¬ 
bate Strabismus, but he would meet them only 
in his tent, where the choir, the charm of Mrs. 
Strabismus, . . . the cheers of his supporters, and 
the antics of Chimp-Champ-Chump [his pet 
monkey] put the scientists to rout. (p. 705) 

No mention is made of any debates conducted on a 
strictly scientific basis on college campuses, as have 
taken place in real life. 

5. Another distorted concept used by Michener is that 
creationists believe that God “placed those fossils 
in the rocks” (p. 756), at the time of creation. Mich¬ 
ener paraphrases an English writer, Philip Gosse, 
claiming that God had “hidden all these bits of evi¬ 
dence in the rocks and in the dinosaur bones as a 
kind of temptation to man’s intellectual presump¬ 
tions.” (p. 704) Admittedly, some Christians do be¬ 
lieve this to be the case, but this is not the teaching 
of creationists. The fossil record is our greatest ally 
because it is such an embarrassment to evolution¬ 
ists. Incidentally, Michener has his facts mixed up, 
even from an evolutionary standpoint. He has a 
scientist, Dr. Stanley Mott, asking Rev. Strabismus, 
“So if I wrote a science book that showed fossils 
and spoke of dinosaurs roaming this area thirty mil¬ 
lion years ago ...” To which Rev. Strabismus re¬ 
plies, “It would be obviously false, because the 
world did not exist thirty million years ago.” (p. 
757) We know even from an evolutionary stand¬ 
point dinosaurs did not roam around thirty million 
years ago. “Sixty-five million years ago the dino¬ 
saurs vanished.” according to John Man and most 
other evolutionists. 1 How could Michener’s proof¬ 
readers have missed this one? 

Another error exists in the book, this one from a 
purely historical viewpoint. In telling of Neil Arm¬ 
strong setting foot on the moon on July 20, 1969, Mich¬ 
ener says, “Firmly, confidently, the man left the se¬ 
curity of the ladder and stepped safely upon the 
Moon. Lunar dust did not envelop him as some had 
predicted . . .” (p. 534) Scientists at this period in his¬ 
tory were not predicting that lunar dust would envelop 
our astronauts. The very concept of NASA experi¬ 
menting with human life in this way must cause all of 
NASA to shudder. The issue had been settled more 
than two years before, when the Surveyor spacecraft: 
Confirmed once and for all that the moon was a 
safe place for manned landings . . . 

Then, on April 19, 1967, Surveyor 3 landed on the 
Ocean of Storms . . . dug a hole in the surface of 
the moon . . . The experiment . . . demonstrated 
that lunar soil was fine-grained stuff that tended 
to stick together like damp clods. It would present 
no problems to astronauts . . . 2 
According to Willy Ley, “The digging scoop had the 
purpose of finding out how hard the lunar soil is; it 
was found to be equal to hard soil on earth.” 3 

In summary, Michener has written a book in which 
he has played fast and loose with the truth and has 
given us a not-too-careful blending of fiction and fact 
to make it look as though some things are facts when 
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they are not. Creationists should be aware of what he 
has done so that they can set the record straight if 
called upon to do so. 

References 

1. Man, John. 1978. The day of the dinosaur. Bison Books 
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Design and Origins in Astronomy, edited by George 
Mulfinger, Jr. Creation Research Society Books, 
Norcross, Georgia. 1983. 152 pages. $7.50 

Reviewed by H. L. Armstrong* 

If only scientists—and others—who hold uniformitar- 
ian views would read some of the creationist literature 
reasonably and carefully, they would see that creation¬ 
ism offers no threat to the integrity and progress of 
science. In fact, far from being a threat, creationism 
can perform a useful function, even to science as con¬ 
ducted on a uniformitarian basis. For treatments are 
selective; the tendency of a writer is to dwell on those 
aspects of the subject which agree with his own views, 
and to ignore or play down aspects and phenomena 
which oppose his views. Thus creationist writers are 
likely to deal with matters which are scarcely men¬ 
tioned in the uniformitarian literature. Comparison of 
the two viewpoints can help in forming a well-rounded 
understanding of the subject. 

It might be added that NOW is very suitable for the 
presentation of such dissenting views in astronomy. 
The recent rocket flights which have given close views 
of several planets and celestial bodies have gathered 
much new information, some of which simply contra¬ 
dicts what was formerly believed as part of the uni¬ 
formitarian picture. In short, the time is ripe for re¬ 
considering some astronomical questions; and this book 
suggests one way in which they may be done. 

The work is organized into four sections. First is a 
defense of the teleological viewpoint in astronomy. 
Creationists believe in teleology: the universe was 
created with a pattern to serve a purpose; and the 
Earth, in particular, was created with a purpose: to 
be inhabited. Many correlations and adaptations of 
one thing to another are emphasized; these must be 
either results of intelligent design or lucky coinci¬ 
dences. But it is incredible that so many coincidences 
could have occurred. 

The next section deals with the universe as a whole, 
and especially questions about its origin. The standard 
uniformitarian account is some version of the “big 
bang.” (Incidentally, it is hard to imagine anything less 
uniformitarian!) Of course, this cannot be a complete 
theory if it says nothing about*what happened before 
the bang; but that can be only speculation, for the 
bang would have destroyed any evidence. In any 
event, it is not hard to raise objections to the bang. 
For one thing, it is about conditions and states of mat¬ 
ter which cannot be realized in the laboratory; so the 
theory is speculation, completely adrift from experi- 


*H. L. Armstrong, M.Sc., teaches Physics at Queen’s University, 
Kingston, Ontario, Canada. 
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mental work. Again, the question remains, how a fea¬ 
tureless big bang could lead to a universe which has 
many features. Would it not just lead to an undifferen¬ 
tiated cloud of debris? 

This fact, that order does not arise spontaneously 
out of disorder, is considered under thermodynamics, 
especially in connection with the second law. It is ap¬ 
propriate to have a chapter on thermodynamics and it 
is concluded that thermodynamics offers no support to 
the notion that the order which undoubtedly exists in 
the universe could have arisen spontaneously. 

The notion of the big bang depends on that of the 
expanding universe (although even if the universe is 
expanding now that does not prove that it began to 
do so in an explosion ages ago) and for the expansion 
the only observational evidence is the redshift. The 
whole matter of redshift receives careful attention, and 
especially the question, whether it must be considered 
a Doppler effect as the stars and galaxies move away 
from us, or whether it may be due to something else 
which affects the starlight on its way to us. The con¬ 
clusion is that, at the present, there is simply not 
enough independent evidence to answer the question. 

Finally in this section is a discussion of nucleosyn¬ 
thesis. It is generally believed that only a few of the 
lightest elements were formed directly in the big bang; 
the rest were formed later, in the interiors of stars, and 
then recycled. The awkwardness of such a theory is 
apparent, and creationism can dispense with it entirely. 

The part of the universe which we know best is the 
Solar System, which is considered in the third section. 
There is a very interesting summary of the latest in¬ 
formation, especially as found by the unmanned rock¬ 
ets, about the planets and satellites. Some of these 
findings have been real surprises, such as the very 
high temperatures on Venus. As for others, such as 
the absence of living things on Mars, creationists might 
have said: “We told you so!” Some of the most inter¬ 
esting findings concern the satellites of Jupiter and 
Saturn, with their great variety, some having volca¬ 
noes, one an extensive atmosphere, and all of them 
being unique. Likewise the rings, which have recently 
proliferated in the System, have provided surprises. 

Of couse the Solar System involves Sol—the Sun— 
and it is considered in this section. Points of especial 
interest include the failure to find neutrinos coming 
from the Sun, which casts some doubt upon the notion 
that the Sun’s heat comes from a nuclear reaction. It 
is known that gravitational contraction could supply 
the energy, but only over a time of some millions of 
years, a restriction which poses no problems to many 
creationists. Moreover, there is some evidence that the 
Sun may indeed be shrinking, although this point 
seems still to be involved in controversy. This section 
closes with the question, whether the Sun’s rather 
stable behavior as a source of heat and light can be 
expected to continue indefinitely. Some of the prophe¬ 
cies are very suggestive on this point, making it appear 
that some remarkable developments in these matters 
may be expected in the future. 

The fourth section, with which the book concludes, 
is entitled: “A Scriptural Framework for Astronomy. 
The Bible and Astronomy.” It is pointed out that sci¬ 
ence in general, and astronomy in particular, is not in 
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conflict with the Bible, as some suppose. On the con¬ 
trary, there are statements in the Bible which, humanly 
speaking, would have seemed incredible when they 
were first written, but which are now confirmed. God’s 
greatness can be seen both in the creation of a per¬ 
fectly working universe, and in the inspiration of an 
inerrant Bible. 

Archaeopteryx Lithographica Reconsidered by Gerald 

H. Duffett. 1983. Biblical Creation Society, 51 

Cloan Crescent, Bishopbriggs, Glasgow, G64 2HN, 

Scotland. 31 pages. £ 1. 

Reviewed by John V. Collyer* 

Archaeopteryx has been regarded by many for so 
long as an unmistakable missing link’ between reptile 
and bird, that it is refreshing to see the publication of 
this brief, yet reasonably comprehensive reconsidera¬ 
tion of the subject. The writer is already known to 
readers of the Quarterly. (See CRSQ, Sept. 1983, p. 
96) He is head of Biology Department, City of Ely 
College, Cambridgeshire, U.K. 

Gerald Duffett writes in a manner that is easy to 
follow. The style of this booklet suggests that he is 
accustomed to communicating scientific information to 
the layman in comprehensible terms. Yet, as his recent 
contribution to the Quarterly shows, he is equally able 
to make a sophisticated analysis of palaeontological 
findings. This booklet is a further example of the or¬ 
derly method that he adopts in presenting his thesis, 
being neatly arranged in numbered paragraphs for 
ease of study and reference. 

Starting with a comparison of the alternative expla¬ 
nations for the origin of birds, there follows an analysis 
of the known facts about Archaeopteryx. The features 
that make this fossil unique are enumerated, illustrated 
by a number of charts and diagrams. The arguments 
for the evolutionary model, and for the creation model 
are both fairly stated, with ample quotations and ref- 

*John V. Collyer receives his mail at 35 Westward Ho, Grimsby, 

South Hamberside, DN34 5AF, England. 

LETTERS TO 

Evolutionism Is Not Science. 

Period fir Paragraph. 

The search for an equal-time, two-model compro¬ 
mise with the evolution establishment continues to 
cause us no little pain. Why compromise when one 
truth can pin evolutionism (and all its concomitants) 
to the mat in a single, swift, irresistible move? How? 
Whats the one Truth that can cook evolutionism’s 
goose in a way that everyone with eyes can tell it has 
been cooked? 

Answer: Prove something that is very easy to prove, 
something that is very easy to see; namely, that evolu¬ 
tionism never was, is not now, and can never be called 
‘science” or “scientific.” 

Here is how it is done; here, indeed is the exact, pre¬ 
cise, and one and only argument needed to expose and 
destroy evolutionism on the world stage. Hammer on 
this one Truth and the job will be done. 

First, one takes any dictionary and looks up the 
word “science.” Dictionaries are relatively impartial 


erences. The considerable divergence of opinion 
among evolutionists is compared. The reptilian fea¬ 
tures, and the avian features are charted in a manner 
that highlights the complexity of Archaeopteryx, but 
at the same time precludes any clear pattern of the 
alleged ancestry for an evolutionary model. The read¬ 
er is reminded that the supposed relationships between 
species are a human fiction. 

While Duffett likens the various reptilian and avian 
features of this fossil to a mixed up Rubik cube,’ he 
does not say outright into which classification he places 
it. One gets a strong impression that he opts for the 
evidence that it was a bird. He does not appear to 
have noticed that of the five known specimens of 
Archaeopteryx, only two exhibit feather markings, nor 
does he mention that the feather impression on the 
London specimen is suspect. He does, significantly, 
appear to be surprised at the perfection of the feather, 
complete with “barbules as well as barbs that lie paral¬ 
lel in the well preened condition of the single feather 
fossil.” 

But if Duffett is personally convinced that Archae¬ 
opteryx was a bird, he fails to support his view by evi¬ 
dence that he could have adduced. For the fossil of 
an undoubted bird was found in 1977 in the same rock 
formation, thus eliminating any possible claim that 
Archaeopteryx is a transitional form. Fully formed 
birds were already in existence! (See Science News , 
24 Sept., p. 198.) 

Whether it is revealed eventually that Archaeopteryx 
was a unique reptilian, or a unique avian form of life 
may depend upon further close examination of the sus¬ 
pect feathers of the London and Berlin fossils. What¬ 
ever the outcome, Duffett makes it clear that it is 
definitely not a missing link,’ and he spells out good 
reasons why it cannot be so regarded. This booklet is 
a very useful addition to creationist literature, filling 
a real need, complete with tidily arranged information 
in paragraphs and charts that are easily comprehended. 

THE EDITOR 

when it comes to spelling out the basic roots and con¬ 
notation of words. Evolutionists use dictionaries and 
believe in root words. We were once ardent evolu¬ 
tionists and we did that, and so do others. 

So what does that much maligned word “science” 
mean anyway? 

Every dictionary we look into says the same thing, 
namely, that the root of the word “science” (whether 
taken from Middle English, Middle French or Latin 
base scientia) means “knowledge” which is equal to 
sci which is the root of scire which means “TO 
KNOW.” 

Get that in mind. The root meaning of the word 
“science” is “TO KNOW.” Check your dictionaries, 
your encyclopedias. You will find the same thing. 
Check the connotations. You will see that each has to 
do with knowing, with facts, with knowledge. 

Now all who keep an eye on matters having to do 
with the evolution myth are aware that there are many 
publications which print flat statements saying that 
evolutionary science is a proven fact. These state- 
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ments, of course, are baldfaced lies. Whether know¬ 
ingly or ignorantly perpetrated, they are still lies. Evo¬ 
lutionism does not know one fact. If it had one fact, 
the argument would be over. It does not. It is not 
science and it can be demonstrated beyond question 
that it is not science, simply because science means 
to know and it does not know one fact. 

Only one example needs to be set forth to demon¬ 
strate finally and forever that evolutionism does not 
and cannot know that its claims are true and that, 
therefore, by definition it is not and cannot be science. 

That one example is the concept of spontaneous gen¬ 
eration (or abiogenesis if youd rather). All non-theistic 
evolutionary doctrine falls like Humpty Dumpty on 
this one point. It is positively a known fact that life 
comes only from life. This is the Law of Biogenesis. 
It is true science because it meets the definition of 
what science must be; i.e., it knows some fact. 

But look at this: All traditional, non-theistic evolu¬ 
tionism says the exact opposite of what true science 
knows (that life comes only from life). Evolutionism 
turns this Law upside down and says all life came out 
of dead matter. The earth was lifeless, the evolutionist 
teaches. It cooled off they say and was dead as a ham¬ 
mer. No plants, no animals, no micro-organisms. No 
nothin’. Dead. Is that not right? Is that not exactly 
what the evolutionists say? 

Then lightning struck the mud and life came into 
being out of non-living matter. 

Folks, that's not science. It is not known. It can 
never be known and be science . Moreover, it is contra- 
scientific because it goes against what is known, what 
is science, namely, the Law of Biogenesis. 

If some evolutionary chemist objects that it took 500 
million years for the chemicals to come together into 
what could be called life, so therefore evolution is not 
an example of spontaneous generation of life, he is in 
a trap from which there is no escape. Look: At some 
particular moment during that mythological 500 mil¬ 
lion years something that had been non-living became 
living. Right? There's no way out of this conundrum. 
It is still spontaneous generation, a contra-scientific 
fraud with no more credibility than the tooth fairy. 

Evolution a science? Bah! It can be proven not to 
be. And why should this not be the singleminded line 
of attack? Is not the reason the world has been suc¬ 
cessfully indoctrinated with this Brobdingnagian myth 
really and truly because it has been passed off as sci¬ 
entific? People think that if something is scientific it 
is known to be true. And that is what science is all 
about. Trouble is, a demonstrably contra-scientific lie 
has been palmed off as true science. 

The way to expose evolutionism, then, is to put it in 
the box just described and shake .vigorously and relent¬ 
lessly. What entered the box with a lion-like roar as 
Evolutionary Science will shake out scurrying and 
squeaking as Evolutionary Myth. And the reason for 
the change will be obvious to one and all. 

Trying to combat evolutionism with Creationism has 
served its purpose. However, that strategy is now spin¬ 
ning its wheels and getting nowhere, and everybody 
can see that this drive went 18 yards and fizzled. 

That helped. But God's business is touchdowns, not 
offensives that are checkmated anywhere on the field. 
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Prove evolution is not science and Creation is logic¬ 
ally proven anyway. There simply is not any other 
explanation of how everything including mankind 
came to be here. Accident or Plan. That is it. Ab- 
stractologists can scratch their beards and protest till 
they turn blue in the face and they will not escape the 
conclusion that the answer to the origin of all things 
must be explained as the result of either accident or 
plan. 

Shoot down evolutionism (accident) by proving that 
it is not science, and you are left with “plan." And 
where there is a plan there is a Planner. So, you see, 
the strategy is foolproof. 

But, wait, you say? What about theistic-evolution- 
ism? Would not the pure evolutionists just retreat to 
this position and set up an impenetrable defense, still 
claiming evolution to be true but saying that God just 
did it that way (instead of the Bible way)? 

Certainly this will be the pattern. No doubt about it. 

But first things first. For starters, the pure evolu¬ 
tionary myth must be beaten to a pulp with the dic¬ 
tionary. (Theistic evolutionists must either support this 
activity or remain sullenly silent in the wings, for the 
very essence of their position is opposition to sponta¬ 
neous generation of life by natural forces without God, 
is it not??!) 

Then, once the pure evolutionists—the agnostics and 
atheists—see that they cannot call their position scien¬ 
tific, it remains only to show the theistic-evolutionists 
the same thing. 

And how difficult can this be? With the old lion of 
pure evolutionism rendered toothless, how awesome 
can its cub—theistic evolutionism—be? Can it stand 
against expanding multitudes ready to force its base¬ 
less postulates to the wall? Can it survive a single- 
minded attack centered upon proving that true science 
knows that “after its kind" is the only genetic truth 
there is and that evolutionary genetics is simply not 
science but only “science falsely so-called"? 

Let us gird our loins with this one Truth, viz., Evo¬ 
lutionism is not science. Let us then rise confidently 
and with a whoop out of the trenches (where the Crea¬ 
tion movement is now pinned down). Let us concen¬ 
trate all firepower on one objective; viz., tearing down 
the false flag under which evolutionists fight; that flag 
which has science written on it. 

Once the flag is down, once this standard is de¬ 
stroyed, none who love Truth can bemoan its passing, 
and none who hate the Truth can fool themselves or 
anybody else any longer as to what god they follow 
and what God they will not follow. . . . 

Marshall and Sandra Hall 
Fair Education Foundation, Inc. 
Rt. 2, Box 415 
Murphy, NC 28906 

Survival of Organisms During the Flood 

The article by Dr. E. Norbert Smith (CRSQ 21(1): 
33-37) on the survival of freshwater and saltwater or¬ 
ganisms was interesting. A heterogeneous model 
would surely be the best with all the tectonic and vol¬ 
canic activity. The idea of stratified, stable layers of 
water in local areas is very reasonable. They would be 
more stable in non-turbulent areas than in the Smith- 
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Hagberg research tank. I was thinking as I read the 
article that the stratified water may provide an expla¬ 
nation for the congregation of some organisms, which 
later died to become fossil graveyards. I am thinking 
of the Miocene fish graveyard in California, but it 
could apply to others also. 

Michael J. Oard 

3600 Seventh Avenue, South 

Great Falls, MT 59405 

Comment on Howe's Book Review 

I agree whole-heartedly with George Howe’s review 
of the book, Challenge and Response , in the June 1984 
issue of the Quarterly. I think there is a proper time 
and place for evangelism, and science reports are not 
the place. This becomes apparent if we imagine evo¬ 
lution authors concluding their reports with references 
to the Humanist Manifesto. Although they may be 
writing with the Manifesto in mind, they are smart 
enough not to reveal it. 

Years ago I wrote to Howe and stated that I thought 
creationists should, or at least I intended to, take the 
position of de facto creation—creation by default of 
evolution. This is an offensive, not an apologetic posi¬ 
tion. What I have learned since then has convinced 
me all the more that evolutionary theorists should be 
the ones on the defensive position. I think we should 
work to establish the concept that in this world, crea¬ 
tion must be a given unless evolutionists can provide 
a testable, on-going mechanism for the origin of life. 


After all, they are the ones making extravagant claims 
of being scientific. 

It just occurred to me that, although, in my opinion, 
it is important not to evangelize in science reports, 
there is some danger in it. There is a strong tendency 
for science to be humanistic. For example, should an 
atheist investigator discover a new law of nature or 
a new species, it is often named after the discoverer 
and he in effect becomes the creator, in the eyes of his 
peers, of that law or new species; there is no point in 
giving credit to the cosmos. A creationist investigator 
must guard against that type of egoism and, like Kep¬ 
ler, know that he is “thinking thoughts after God” and 
has discovered something of the handiwork of God. 

I would like to close by posing the following ques¬ 
tions that have long concerned me: Is there a point 
at which science, even from a creation point of view, 
can become an offense to God? Would not that point 
be reached when science in its humanistic bent at¬ 
tempts to validate the inspired word of God above and 
beyond what is required to combat evolutionism? At 
that point would not the situation be rather like the 
fellow who has given his word to a friend concerning 
a certain incident, but the friend insists upon double 
checking? It seems to me that creation should not be 
reduced to the level of a mere scientific theory nor 
should evolution be up-graded to the status of legiti¬ 
mate science unless its proponents can provide a test¬ 
able, on-going mechanism for the origin of life. 

Randall Hedtke 

Route 1 

Clearwater, MN 55320 
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